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1 PURPOSE AND NEED FOR ACTION 

1.1. Introduction:   
The Corps is studying the feasibility of enlarging the Port Sutton Navigation Channel    In 
doing so, the Corps is looking at the existing channel design and determining what if any 
measures are necessary to make the channel as efficient and safe as possible while 
controlling costs and protecting natural resources.  The optimum design will be evaluated 
to determine if there is a federal interest in making this channel a federal project. 

1.2. Authority.   
This study is authorized by Water Resources Development Act 1992. 

1.3. Decision to be Made  
The decision to be made is whether to construct the navigation improvements at this site. 

1.4. Relevant Issues. 
a) Water Quality 
b) Benthic Habitat 
c) Sea Grass Beds 
d) Manatees 
e) Birds 
f) Cultural Resources 
g) Aesthetics 
h) Recreation 
i) Economics 
j) Navigation 

1.5. Permits Required  
A Water Quality Certification (WQC) will be required from the State of Florida.  In 
addition, the State of Florida will also provide concurrence in the Corps Coastal Zone 
Consistency Determination at various stages of planning.  The final ascent to this 
determination is the issuance of the WQC. 

1.6. Methodology  
 An interdisciplinary team used a systematic approach to analyze the affected area, to 
estimate the probable environmental effects, and to prepare the Environmental Assessment 
(EA).    
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Figure 1, Project Map 
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2 ALTERNATIVES 

2.1 INTRODUCTION.   
This section is based on concerns for resources and impacts upon resources expressed in 
Section 3.00, Affected Environment, and Section 4.00, Environmental Consequences.  The 
key to this section is the Alternative Comparison Chart (Table 1), page 5.  The Alternatives 
section has five (5) parts: 
 
 a. A description of the process used to derive alternatives. 
 b. A description of the alternatives that were initially considered but later 
eliminated from detailed investigation. 
 c. A description of each alternative. 
 d. A comparison of the alternatives. 
 e. Identification of the Preferred Alternative. 

2.2 HISTORY OF ALTERNATIVE FORMULATION  
The Tampa Port Authority requested the Corps study improvements to Port Sutton 
Navigation Channel.    In accordance with the guidelines set forth in the EM-1110-2-
1613 (1983), channel width criteria are 2.8 times the width of a Design Vessel Beam.  
This would require an additional 4 feet in depth, and an additional 25 feet in width on 
either side to accommodate the average 85-foot vessel beam.  Although some vessels are 
larger, current users of the expanded Big Bend channel (250-ft.) are experiencing no 
significant problems.  Various locations are offered for the disposal of dredged material. 
These include island renourishment options, filling of marine dredge scars and channels, 
upland disposal, and littoral creation.  The Corps will make the final location 
determination.   Numerous meetings with the Port and local environmental groups were 
conducted to discuss the various alternative designs.  The channel design was optimized 
based on the above criteria.   

2.3 ELIMINATED ALTERNATIVES  
These alternatives were compared with the others and where eliminated for various 
safety, environmental, economic and logistic reasons. 

2.4. DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES 

2.4.1 No Action Alternative.  
There would be no construction.  The channel dimension would remain the same. 

2.4.2 Expansion of Existing Channel and CMDA-2D/CMDA-3D Placement. 
The Water Resources Development Act of 1988 authorized a 3,700 foot long channel 
with a bottom width of 200 feet, beginning at the west end of the channel where it 
intersects with Port Sutton Turning Basin.  The expansion would involve the construction 
of a channel 200 feet wide over the entire length of the waterbody, approximately 6,500 
feet, at a project depth of 43 feet.  The amount of material to be removed for the 
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maximum project would be about 900,000 cubic yards, this includes two feet required 
overdepth over rock and one foot allowable overdepth for dredging intolerance and 
placement in the Dredged Material Management Areas CMDA-2D/CMDA-3D. 

2.4.3 Expansion of Existing Channel and Hookers Point Placement.  
The Water Resources Development Act of 1988 authorized a 3,700 foot long channel 
with a bottom width of 200 feet, beginning at the west end of the channel where it 
intersects with Port Sutton Turning Basin.  The expansion would involve the construction 
of a channel 200 feet wide over the entire length of the waterbody, approximately 6,500 
feet, at a project depth of 43 feet.  The amount of material to be removed for the 
maximum project would be about 900,000 cubic yards, this includes two feet required 
overdepth over rock and one foot allowable overdepth for dredging intolerance and 
placement at Hookers Point Port Facility. 

2.4.4 Expansion of Existing Channel and Ocean Dredged Material Disposal Site 
Placement. 

The Water Resources Development Act of 1988 authorized a 3,700 foot long channel 
with a bottom width of 200 feet, beginning at the west end of the channel where it 
intersects with Port Sutton Turning Basin. The expansion involves the construction of a 
channel 200 feet wide over the entire length of the waterbody, approximately 6,500 feet, 
at a project depth of 43 feet.  The amount of material to be removed for the maximum 
project would be about 900,000 cubic yards, this includes two feet required overdepth 
over rock and one foot allowable overdepth for dredging intolerance and the construction 
material would be placed in the ODMDS in accordance with the SMMP.  If other 
beneficial uses of the dredged material can be found than, there could be less. 
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Figure 2, Ocean Dredged Material Disposal Site. 
 

2.4.5 Expansion of Existing Channel and MacDill Seagrass Restoration Area 
Placement.  

The expansion would involve the  construction of a channel 200 feet wide over the entire 
length of the waterbody, approximately 6,500 feet, at a project depth of 43 feet.  The 
amount of material to be removed for the maximum project would be about 900,000 
cubic yards, this includes two feet required overdepth over rock and one foot allowable 
overdepth for dredging intolerance.  Approximately 500,000 cubic yards of material from 
the construction would be placed in the hole adjacent to the MacDill.   The standard State 
and Federal manatee protection conditions would be implemented during construction to 
eliminate impacts on Manatees.   Seagrass protection conditions would be implemented to 
avoid affecting adjacent resources. 
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Figure 3, MacDill Seagrass Restoration Site 
 
 

2.4.6 Expansion of Existing Channel and Dredged Material Management Area 
CMDA-2D Wetland Creation. .   

The expansion would involve the  construction of a channel 200 feet wide over the entire 
length of the waterbody, approximately 6,500 feet, at a project depth of 43 feet.  The 
amount of material to be removed for the maximum project would be about 900,000 
cubic yards, this includes two feet required overdepth over rock and one foot allowable 
overdepth for dredging intolerance.   The slurry mixture (of approximately 5 to 45 
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percent fines) would flow onto the island. The estimated capacity tangent to Disposal 
Island 2D is about 1,545,100 cubic yards.  The material would then be placed in an area 
along the southeastern shoreline of the island to create 67 acres of wetland habitat. 
Spartina sp. would be planted within this area.  It would also be designed to have tidal 
channels and ponds.  The standard State and Federal manatee protection conditions and 
the Jacksonville District Migratory Protection Policy would be implemented during 
construction to eliminate impacts on Manatees and nesting migratory birds. 
 
 

 
 
Figure 4, Dredged Material Management Area CMDA-2D, Wetland Creation Site 
 

2.4.7 Expansion of Existing Channel and Bird Island Expansion. 
The expansion would involve the  construction of a channel 200 feet wide over the entire 
length of the waterbody, approximately 6,500 feet, at a project depth of 43 feet.  The 
amount of material to be removed for the maximum project would be about 900,000 
cubic yards, this includes two feet required overdepth over rock and one foot allowable 
overdepth for dredging intolerance.  The Corps has proposed using the dredged material 
from Port Sutton to expand Bird Island by 67 acres along the south channel of the Alafia 
River Navigation Channel to enhance the bird nesting areas and wildlife habitat.  The 
island has experienced some erosional losses in the past due to major storm events and 
routine annual tidal forces.  Historically, material has been periodically added to the west 
and northwest banks to replace those losses.  To restore lost land due to erosion and add 
more land area, good rock material is necessary.  Material from the deepening of the 



 8

proposed new project at Port Sutton could help with that historical effort.  The result is to 
protect, restore, and enhance the suitability of the island as a colony site for nesting birds 
as well as habitat for aquatic and marsh wildlife. Spartina plants would be planted along 
2,700 feet of shoreline on the southeastern and eastern banks of the elliptical land area.  
Mangrove stands are expected to rapidly develop in the Spartina planting areas. The  
 
 
 

 
 

Figure 5, Bird/Sunken Island Expansion 
 
 
 
standard State and Federal manatee protection conditions and the Jacksonville District 
Migratory Protection Policy would be implemented during construction to eliminate impacts 
on Manatees and nesting migratory birds.  Seagrass protection conditions would be 
implemented to avoid affecting adjacent resources. 
 

2.4.8 Expansion of Existing Channel and Whiskey Stump Key Seagrass 
Restoration Site.   

The expansion would involve the  construction of a channel 200 feet wide over the entire 
length of the waterbody, approximately 6,500 feet, at a project depth of 43 feet.  The 
amount of material to be removed for the maximum project would be about 900,000 
cubic yards, this includes two feet required overdepth over rock and one foot allowable 
overdepth for dredging intolerance.  Approximately 950,000 cubic yards of material from 
the construction would be placed in the hole adjacent to the Port Redwing near Whiskey 
Stump Key.   The material would be placed to an elevation of less than 1 meter to 
promote seagrass growth.  The standard State and Federal manatee protection conditions 
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would be implemented during construction to eliminate impacts on Manatees.   Seagrass 
protection conditions would be implemented to avoid affecting adjacent resources. 
 

 
 

Figure 6, Whiskey Stump Key Seagrass Restoration Site 

 

2.5. ALTERNATIVE ANALYSIS .   
The positive and/or adverse effects upon the important resources for the alternatives have 
been reviewed and compared in Table 1, Alternative Comparison Chart.  This 
comparison was utilized in the decision-making process. 

2.6 PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE.   
 The preferred alternative would be to expand the existing turning basin at the Alafia River 
Navigation Project site and create additional bird nesting habitat at Bird Island with the 
dredged material. 
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TABLE 1: Alternative Comparison Chart 
Resources No-Action 

Alternative 
Expansion of 
Existing 
Channel and  
CMDA-
3D/CMDA-2D 
Placement 

Expansion of 
Existing 
Channel and 
Hookers Point 
Placement 
 

Expansion of 
Existing 
Channel and  
Whiskey 
Stump Key 
Seagrass 
Restoration 

Expansion of 
Existing 
Channel and  
Dredged 
Material 
Management 
Area CMDA-
2D Wetland 

Expansion of 
Existing 
Channel and  
Bird Island 
Expansion 

Expansion of 
Existing 
Channel and   
Ocean Dredged 
Material 
Disposal Site 
Placement 

Expansion of 
Existing 
Channel and   
MacDill 
Seagrass 
Restoration 
Area 
Placement 

 Water Quality Local long-
term 
intermittent 
increase in 
turbidity from 
larger ship 
trying to enter 
Port and 
resuspending 
bottom 
sediments. 

Short-term 
increase in 
turbidity 
surrounding 
dredging 

Short-term 
increase in 
turbidity 
surrounding 
dredging 

Short-term 
increase in 
turbidity 
surrounding 
placement and 
dredging .  
Water quality 
protection of 
seagrass 
implemented at 
edge of 
seagrasses.   

Short-term 
increase in 
turbidity 
surrounding 
dredging 
Short-term 
increased 
turbidity from 
wetland 
construction. 

Short-term 
increase in 
turbidity 
surrounding 
dredging and 
placement. 
Possible 
disruption of 
local boating 
traffic due to 
presence of 
dredging 
equipment 

Short-term 
increase in 
turbidity 
surrounding 
dredging and  
disposal 
operation 

Short-term 
increase in 
turbidity 
surrounding 
dredging and  
disposal 
operation.  
Water 
quality 
protection of 
seagrass 
implemented 
at edge of 
seagrasses.  

Birds  No impact. Short-term 
disruption to 
bird nesting 
from presence 
and operation of 
disposal 
equipment.  
Impact 
mitigated by 
implementing 
migratory bird 
policy and 
avoiding bird 

No impact. Reduce erosion 
of the adjacent 
bird nesting 
island.. 

Short-term 
disruption to 
bird nesting 
from presence 
and operation 
of disposal 
equipment.  
Impact 
mitigated by 
implementing 
migratory bird 
policy.  Long-
term creation 

Short-term 
disruption to 
bird nesting 
from presence 
and operation 
of disposal 
equipment.  
Impact 
mitigated by 
implementing 
migratory 
bird policy. 
Long-term 

No impact. No impact. 
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Resources No-Action 
Alternative 

Expansion of 
Existing 
Channel and  
CMDA-
3D/CMDA-2D 
Placement 

Expansion of 
Existing 
Channel and 
Hookers Point 
Placement 
 

Expansion of 
Existing 
Channel and  
Whiskey 
Stump Key 
Seagrass 
Restoration 

Expansion of 
Existing 
Channel and  
Dredged 
Material 
Management 
Area CMDA-
2D Wetland 

Expansion of 
Existing 
Channel and  
Bird Island 
Expansion 

Expansion of 
Existing 
Channel and   
Ocean Dredged 
Material 
Disposal Site 
Placement 

Expansion of 
Existing 
Channel and   
MacDill 
Seagrass 
Restoration 
Area 
Placement 

nesting season 1 
April through 
31 August. 

of 67 acres of 
bird nesting 
and foraging 
habitat. 

creation of  
77 acres of 
bird nesting 
and foraging 
habitat 

Manatees No impact Short term 
impact on 
manatees.  
Impacts 
mitigated by the 
implementation 
of standard 
protection 
conditions.  
Clamshell 
would require 
special 
monitoring 
requirements 
and limited to 
warm weather 
operations 

Short term 
impact on 
manatees.  
Impacts 
mitigated by the 
implementation 
of standard 
protection 
conditions. 
Clamshell 
would require 
special 
monitoring 
requirements 
and limited to 
warm weather 
operations 

Short term 
impact on 
manatees.  
Impacts 
mitigated by 
the 
implementation 
of standard 
protection 
conditions. 
Clamshell 
would require 
special 
monitoring 
requirements 
and limited to 
warm weather 
operations 

Short term 
impact on 
manatees.  
Impacts 
mitigated by 
the 
implementatio
n of standard 
protection 
conditions. 
Clamshell 
would require 
special 
monitoring 
requirements 
and limited to 
warm weather 
operations 

Short term 
impact on 
manatees.  
Impacts 
mitigated by 
the 
implementati
on of standard 
protection 
conditions. 
Clamshell 
would require 
special 
monitoring 
requirements 
and limited to 
warm weather 
operations 

Short term 
impact on 
manatees.  
Impacts 
mitigated by the 
implementation 
of standard 
protection 
conditions. 
Clamshell 
would require 
special 
monitoring 
requirements 
and limited to 
warm weather 
operations 

Short term 
impact on 
manatees.  
Impacts 
mitigated by 
the 
implementati
on of 
standard 
protection 
conditions. 
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Resources No-Action 
Alternative 

Expansion of 
Existing 
Channel and  
CMDA-
3D/CMDA-2D 
Placement 

Expansion of 
Existing 
Channel and 
Hookers Point 
Placement 
 

Expansion of 
Existing 
Channel and  
Whiskey 
Stump Key 
Seagrass 
Restoration 

Expansion of 
Existing 
Channel and  
Dredged 
Material 
Management 
Area CMDA-
2D Wetland 

Expansion of 
Existing 
Channel and  
Bird Island 
Expansion 

Expansion of 
Existing 
Channel and   
Ocean Dredged 
Material 
Disposal Site 
Placement 

Expansion of 
Existing 
Channel and   
MacDill 
Seagrass 
Restoration 
Area 
Placement 

Seagrass 
 Beds  

No impact. No impact. No impact. Turbidity could 
impact adjacent 
patchy seagrass 
beds.  Seagrass 
protection 
measures 
implemented.  
Long-term 
benefit to 
seagrasses by 
providing a 
platform for 
seagrass 
growth. 

No impact. No impact. No impact. Turbidity 
could impact 
adjacent 
patchy 
seagrass 
beds.  
Seagrass 
protection 
measures 
implemented
.  Long-term 
benefit to 
seagrasses by 
providing a 
platform for 
seagrass 
growth. 

Mangroves No impact No impact. No impact. No impact Increased 
potential for 
mangrove 
habitat. 

Increased 
potential for 
mangrove 
habitat. 

No impact. No impact. 
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Resources No-Action 
Alternative 

Expansion of 
Existing 
Channel and  
CMDA-
3D/CMDA-2D 
Placement 

Expansion of 
Existing 
Channel and 
Hookers Point 
Placement 
 

Expansion of 
Existing 
Channel and  
Whiskey 
Stump Key 
Seagrass 
Restoration 

Expansion of 
Existing 
Channel and  
Dredged 
Material 
Management 
Area CMDA-
2D Wetland 

Expansion of 
Existing 
Channel and  
Bird Island 
Expansion 

Expansion of 
Existing 
Channel and   
Ocean Dredged 
Material 
Disposal Site 
Placement 

Expansion of 
Existing 
Channel and   
MacDill 
Seagrass 
Restoration 
Area 
Placement 

Benthic 
Habitat 

No adverse 
effects are 
anticipated. 

There would be 
a change in the 
habitat along 
the channel 
from the 
excavation of 
the new 
channel.  There 
would still be 
the same 
amount of edge 
effect . 

There would be 
a change in the 
habitat along 
the channel 
from the 
excavation of 
the new 
channel.  There 
would still be 
the same 
amount of edge 
effect . 

There would be 
a change in the 
habitat along 
the channel 
from the 
excavation of 
the new 
channel.  There 
would still be 
the same 
amount of edge 
effect . 

There would 
be a change in 
the habitat 
along the 
channel from 
the excavation 
of the new 
channel.  
There would 
still be the 
same amount 
of edge effect   
There would 
be increased 
productivity of 
this aquatic 
site by creating 
a wetland area 
and habitat for 
a wide variety 
of aquatic life. 

There would 
be a change 
in the habitat 
along the 
channel from 
the 
excavation of 
the new 
channel.  
There would 
still be the 
same amount 
of edge effect 
effect   There 
would be 
increased 
productivity 
of this aquatic 
site by 
creating a 
wetland area 
and habitat 
for a wide 
variety of 
aquatic life. 

There would be 
a change in the 
habitat along 
the channel 
from the 
excavation of 
the new 
channel.  There 
would still be 
the same 
amount of edge 
effect . 

Temporary 
loss of 8 
acres of silt  
habitat.  
Habitat 
raised to 
within photic 
zone. 
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Resources No-Action 
Alternative 

Expansion of 
Existing 
Channel and  
CMDA-
3D/CMDA-2D 
Placement 

Expansion of 
Existing 
Channel and 
Hookers Point 
Placement 
 

Expansion of 
Existing 
Channel and  
Whiskey 
Stump Key 
Seagrass 
Restoration 

Expansion of 
Existing 
Channel and  
Dredged 
Material 
Management 
Area CMDA-
2D Wetland 

Expansion of 
Existing 
Channel and  
Bird Island 
Expansion 

Expansion of 
Existing 
Channel and   
Ocean Dredged 
Material 
Disposal Site 
Placement 

Expansion of 
Existing 
Channel and   
MacDill 
Seagrass 
Restoration 
Area 
Placement 

Cultural 
Resources 

No adverse 
effects. 

No adverse 
effects. 

No adverse 
effects. 

No adverse 
effects. 

No adverse 
effects. 

Unknown 
impacts, Bird 
Island has not 
been 
surveyed. 

No adverse 
effects. 

No adverse 
effects. 

Recreation No impact. Possible 
disruption of 
fishing and boat 
traffic due to 
presence of 
dredging 
equipment 

Possible 
disruption of 
fishing and boat 
traffic due to 
presence of 
dredging 
equipment 

Possible 
disruption of 
fishing and 
boat traffic due 
to presence of 
dredging 
equipment  
Loss of refugia 
for fish during 
cold weather.  
Reduction in 
edge effect.  
Increased 
nursery habitat 
and protection 
for small fish. 

Possible 
disruption of 
fishing and 
boat traffic due 
to presence of 
dredging 
equipment 
Increased 
nursery habitat 
and protection 
for small fish. 

Possible 
disruption of 
fishing and 
boat traffic 
due to 
presence of 
dredging 
equipment 
Increased 
nursery 
habitat and 
protection for 
small fish. 

Possible 
disruption of 
fishing and boat 
traffic due to 
presence of 
dredging 
equipment 

Possible 
disruption of 
local boating 
traffic due to 
presence of 
dredge & 
pipeline 
placement 
Increased 
nursery 
habitat and 
protection 
for small 
fish. 
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Resources No-Action 
Alternative 

Expansion of 
Existing 
Channel and  
CMDA-
3D/CMDA-2D 
Placement 

Expansion of 
Existing 
Channel and 
Hookers Point 
Placement 
 

Expansion of 
Existing 
Channel and  
Whiskey 
Stump Key 
Seagrass 
Restoration 

Expansion of 
Existing 
Channel and  
Dredged 
Material 
Management 
Area CMDA-
2D Wetland 

Expansion of 
Existing 
Channel and  
Bird Island 
Expansion 

Expansion of 
Existing 
Channel and   
Ocean Dredged 
Material 
Disposal Site 
Placement 

Expansion of 
Existing 
Channel and   
MacDill 
Seagrass 
Restoration 
Area 
Placement 

Aesthetics No adverse 
effects are 
anticipated. 

There would be 
a short-term 
minor decrease 
in aesthetics to 
recreational 
fishing and 
boating that use 
this area for 
fishing. 

There would be 
a short-term 
minor decrease 
in aesthetics to 
recreational 
fishing and 
boating that use 
this area for 
fishing. 

There would be 
a short-term 
minor decrease 
in aesthetics to 
recreational 
fishing and 
boating that use 
this area for 
fishing. 

There would 
be a short-term 
minor decrease 
in aesthetics to 
recreational 
fishing and 
boating that 
use the 
shoreline of 
CMDA-2D 

There would 
be a short-
term minor 
decrease in 
aesthetics to 
recreational 
fishing and 
boating that 
use Bird 
Island 
shoreline. 

There would be 
a short-term 
minor decrease 
in aesthetics to 
recreational 
fishing and 
boating that use 
this area for 
fishing. 

There would 
be a short-
term minor 
decrease in 
aesthetics  to 
recreational 
fishing and 
boating that 
use this are 
for fishing. 

Navigation Long-term 
reduction in 
safety as larger 
ships try to use 
the channel. 

More efficient 
cargo handling 
from increased 
vessel size 
Increased safety 
for navigation.  
There would be 
a short-term 
minor decrease 
in aesthetics to 
recreational 
fishing and 
boating that use 
this area for 
fishing. 

More efficient 
cargo handling 
from increased 
vessel size 
Increased safety 
for navigation.  
There would be 
a short-term 
minor decrease 
in aesthetics to 
recreational 
fishing and 
boating that use 
this area for 
fishing. 

More efficient 
cargo handling 
from increased 
vessel size 
Increased 
safety for 
navigation.  
There would be 
a short-term 
minor decrease 
in aesthetics to 
recreational 
fishing and 
boating that use 
this area for 
fishing. 

More efficient 
cargo handling 
from increased 
vessel size 
Increased 
safety for 
navigation.  
There would 
be a short-term 
minor decrease 
in aesthetics to 
recreational 
fishing and 
boating that 
use this area 
for fishing. 

More 
efficient 
cargo 
handling from 
increased 
vessel size 
Increased 
safety for 
navigation.  
There would 
be a short-
term minor 
decrease in 
aesthetics  to 
recreational 
fishing and 
boating that 
use this area 

More efficient 
cargo handling 
from increased 
vessel size 
Increased safety 
for navigation.  
Short-term 
increased traffic 
flow during 
transit to and 
from site. 

More 
efficient 
cargo 
handling 
from 
increased 
vessel size 
Increased 
safety for 
navigation.  
There would 
be a short-
term minor 
decrease in 
aesthetics  to 
recreational 
fishing and 
boating that 
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Resources No-Action 
Alternative 

Expansion of 
Existing 
Channel and  
CMDA-
3D/CMDA-2D 
Placement 

Expansion of 
Existing 
Channel and 
Hookers Point 
Placement 
 

Expansion of 
Existing 
Channel and  
Whiskey 
Stump Key 
Seagrass 
Restoration 

Expansion of 
Existing 
Channel and  
Dredged 
Material 
Management 
Area CMDA-
2D Wetland 

Expansion of 
Existing 
Channel and  
Bird Island 
Expansion 

Expansion of 
Existing 
Channel and   
Ocean Dredged 
Material 
Disposal Site 
Placement 

Expansion of 
Existing 
Channel and   
MacDill 
Seagrass 
Restoration 
Area 
Placement 

for fishing. use this area 
for fishing. 

Economics There would 
be a long-term 
loss in 
revenues 
generated by 
the Port from a 
reduction in 
cargo and an 
adverse impact 
on the local 
economy from 
job losses, 
salaries, and 
sale of 
commodities.  

Short-term 
minor effect on 
local economy 
due to sale of 
goods and 
services during 
construction.  
Secondary 
major long-term 
benefit from 
increased 
shipping 

Short-term 
minor effect on 
local economy 
due to sale of 
goods and 
services during 
construction.  
Secondary 
major long-term 
benefit from 
increased 
shipping 

Short-term 
minor effect on 
local economy 
due to sale of 
goods and 
services during 
construction.  
Secondary 
major long-
term benefit 
from increased 
shipping 

Short-term 
minor effect on 
local economy 
due to sale of 
goods and 
services during 
construction.  
Secondary 
major long-
term benefit 
from increased 
shipping 

Short-term 
minor effect 
on local 
economy due 
to sale of 
goods and 
services 
during 
construction.  
Secondary 
major long-
term benefit 
from 
increased 
shipping 

Short-term 
minor effect on 
local economy 
due to sale of 
goods and 
services during 
construction.  
Secondary 
major long-term 
benefit from 
increased 
shipping 

Short-term 
minor effect 
on local 
economy due 
to sale of 
goods and 
services 
during 
construction.  
Secondary 
major long-
term benefit 
from 
increased 
shipping 
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3 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

3.1 INTRODUCTION.  
The Affected Environment section briefly describes the environmental resources, relevant 
issues, and their location on or in relation to the site.  The environmental issues that are 
relevant to the decision to be made are: 
 

a) Water Quality 
b) Sea Grass Beds  
c) Manatees 
d) Birds 
e) Benthic Habitat 
f) Mangroves 
g) Navigation 
h) Cultural Resources 
i) Aesthetics 
j) Recreation 
k) Economics 

3.2 GENERAL DESCRIPTION.  
Tampa Bay is Florida’s largest open-water estuary, spanning almost 400-square miles, 
and receives drainage from a 2200-square-mile watershed.  A rich, mosaic of habitats 
exist, and are highly productive in terms of wildlife resources.  It has been a designated 
National Estuary Program site since 1990.  Historically, Tampa Bay has suffered 
significant tidal and freshwater wetland losses due to uncontrolled dredge and fill 
activities associated with a burgeoning population.  This, in addition to nutrient loading 
from various point and non-point sources, over-fishing, and irresponsible boating 
practices, has reduced the overall quality and quantity of water resources and wildlife 
habitat (TNEP 1996).    Hillsborough County is located in west central Florida and plays 
an integral part in the economy of the Tampa Bay region.  Hillsborough Bay provides 
access and berthing facilities for international and national shipping firms that serve the 
phosphate, coal, and  petrochemical industries.  It is bounded on the east by Polk County, 
Tampa Bay on the south and southeast, Pinellas County to the west, and Pasco County to 
the north.  Historically, the bay has been plagued by contaminants.  Urbanization and 
fertilizer runoff from berthing areas caused water quality degradation.  The geographical 
confines of the bay also contribute to the problem by restricting tidal flushing, hence the 
cleansing action of the bay.  Water quality in the bay has improved significantly in recent 
years, as improvements in municipal waste water facilities, stormwater treatment, and 
industrial discharge are implemented  (TNEP 1993). Two historic spoil islands are 
located (Sunken Island and Bird Island) just outside of the mouth of the river, and form 
the southern terminus of the channel. Port Sutton is on the northeast side of Hillsborough 
Bay, about 2.5 miles southeast of the Ybor Channel Turning Basin.  The Port Sutton 
Terminal Channel is currently about 4,000 feet long and 400 feet wide with authorized 
project dimensions of 3,700 feet long, 200 feet wide, and 43 feet deep down the 
centerline of the channel.  The Corps has not constructed the deepening project of the 
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existing channel, and current mid-channel depths range from 26 to 38 feet.  The Corps is 
investigating constructing the authorized project and also extending the channel up to a 
total of 6,000 feet.  If a 3,700-foot-long project is constructed the channel bottom 
footprint would cover about 17 acres.  A 6,000-foot-long project would cover about 27.5 
acres.  Dredged material is proposed for disposal in either 2D or 3D. 
 

3.3 Relevant Factors of the Environment that would be Affected 

3.3.1 Physical 
 

a. Surface Water Quality. Studies done by the Environmental 
Protection Commission of Hillsborough County (EPCHC), 
Manatee County, and Long et al. (1991), offer comprehensive 
information for stations near the proposed dredge area.  EPCHC 
information for Hillsborough Bay is based on randomly sampled, 
4.4 km2 (11 acre) cells, to provide a bay segment perspective, 
versus exact locations on a yearly basis (S.Grabe, G. Blanchard, 
pers. comm. 1996).  (Explanation of ratings and measurements 
given can be found in the EPCHC publication in the literature 
cited).   Large ship operations in the confined waterway create 
strong wake on both sides of the channel, which has eroded some 
areas along the southern shoreline.  Water clarity was poor, which 
precluded benthos identification. 

3.3.2 Biological 
  

a. Threatened and Endangered Species.  The endangered Florida 
manatee (Trichechus manatus latirostis) is found within 
Hillsborough Bay.   In the winter months, they travel between 
warm-water discharges at Port Sutton and Big Bend.  They occur 
in the channel in larger numbers in the warmer months (Ackerman, 
pers. comm., 1996).    

 
b. Mangroves.  Mangroves are present on Bird Island.  Some 

mangroves also grow along the fringe of the east side of Dredged 
Material Management Area CMDA-2D.     

 
c. Birds .  A total of 83 species of birds are associated with marine 

habitats in Tampa Bay (Dunstan and Lewis 1974).  Of significance 
to this project, adjacent spoil islands 2D, 3D, and the Alafia Banks 
provide nesting habitat for 22 species of birds, including 10 state-
designated “species of special concern”, and 2 federally 
endangered species (see table 2).  According to the National 
Audubon Society and the Florida Game and Fresh Water Fish 
Commission (GFC), these dredged material created islands serve 
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as important breeding areas.  The Alafia Banks are one of the 
nation’s outstanding and most diverse bird colonies, as well as 
being ranked as Florida’s number one colony.  It appears the spoil 
islands provide desirable nesting habitat for many species due to 
substrate and vegetative conditions, and absence of humans.  With 
appropriate management, these areas will continue to serve as 
breeding grounds for a myriad of species.    

 
d. The following avian species were observed in the project area: 

brown pelicans (Pelecanus occidentalis), laughing gulls (Larus 
atricilla), ring-billed gulls (Larus delawarensis), cormorants 
(Phalacrocorax auritus), roseate spoonbills (Ajaia ajaja), reddish 
egrets (Egretta rufescens), tricolored egrets (Egretta tricolor), 
snowy egrets (Egretta thula), great egrets (Casmerodius albus), 
little blue herons (Egretta caerula), great blue herons (Ardea 
herodias), willets (Catoptrphurus semipalmatus), black-necked 
stilts (Himantopus mexicanus), ruddy turnstones (Ironware 
interpret), white ibis (Eudocimus albus), glossy ibis (Plegadis 
falcinellus), caspian terns (Sterna caspia), sandwich terns (Sterna 
sandricensis), black skimmer (Rynchops niger), american 
oystercatchers (Haematopus palliatus), and yellow-crowned night 
herons (Nycticorax violaceus).   

 
 

Table 2-  Breeding Pairs of Alafia Bank and Tampa Port Authority 
Spoil Islands 2D and 3D for 1996  (National Audubon Society 10-96). 

 
Species     Alafia Bank Island 2D Island 3D      
Brown Pelican#*   600    
Double-crested Cormorant        200    
Great Blue Heron                     80 
Great Egret     80 
Snowy Egret*     200 
Little Blue Heron*    90 
Tricolored Heron*    230 
Reddish Egret*   45 
Cattle Egret     700 
Black-crowned Night Heron   50+ 
Yellow-crowned Night Heron   50+ 
White Ibis*     8100 
Glossy Ibis      525 
Roseate Spoonbill*    100 
Clapper Rail     +   + 
American Oystercatcher*               18  34   11 
Willet    6+  10+   5+ 
Laughing Gull   500  3400 
Caspian Tern        93 
Royal Tern        180 
Sandwich Tern                     135 
Black Skimmer*                     320 
Total Pairs   11,074  544+   4,144 



 21 

 

   

Figure 7.  Seagrass Map, MacDill Seagrass Restoration Site. 
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Figure 8. Seagrass Map near CMDA-2D/CMDA-3D 
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e. Seagrass.   Seagrass beds are important as they offer habitat to 
several fish species (red drum, spotted sea trout, spot, silver perch, 
sheepshead, and snook), invertebrates, algae, dolphin, and the 
manatee.  Historically, Tampa Bay has lost much of its seagrass as 
a result of dredge and fill activities, and degraded water quality 
associated with urbanization and industry discharge.  Since 1950, 
losses equal approximately 15 thousand acres.  A recent increase 
has been documented, and is attributed to improved bay water 
quality (TNEP 1996).  Seagrass beds of significant size do not 
exist in the immediate project area (main channel and 25-feet on 
either side), along the east side of CMDA-2D, and the south sides 
of Sunken and Bird Islands.  However, they do exist adjacent to the 
MacDill Seagrass Restoration site, and adjacent to the Whiskey 
Stump Key area.  Turbidity could be a problem at the islands due 
to their close proximity (Johansson, pers. comm., 1996).    

 
 

 
 

Figure 9, Seagrass Map, Whiskey Stump Key Seagrass 
Restoration Site 

3.3.3 Social 
 

a. Cultural Resources.   A cultural resources remote sensing survey 
has been conducted for the Port Sutton Navigation channel and 
turning basin.  No significant historic properties were located during 
the survey. 
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b. Aesthetics.   The general aesthetics of this area is that of an industrial 
area along the waterfront and recreational boating and fishing along 
the shoreline. The aesthetics of the dredging area is within a 
commercial navigation area, which see large ocean going cargo 
vessels, fishing vessels and large recreation craft transiting the 
area.  The hole adjacent to MacDill AFB is located adjacent to the 
end of the runway and a mangrove vegetated shoreline.  
Compressed air concussion explosions are used to deter birds from 
the end of the runway during airplane take-offs and landings. 

 
c. Recreation.  As mentioned in the previous section, recreational 

boating and fishing use the channel and shoreline.   

3.3.4 Economics 
 

a. Economics. The activities that originally justified this project in 
Tampa Harbor were a tonnage moved of 268,206 in 1898.  This is the 
first available information in the District Office records for Tampa 
Harbor.  The first breakdown of cargo available for Tampa Harbor is 
in 1913.  Principle items received were coal, sand, shell, cement, brick, 
Havana Tobacco and miscellaneous merchandise. Major items shipped 
were phosphate, lumber and miscellaneous freight.  The total tonnage 
for 1913 was 2,222,873 tons.  This represented increase of 825 percent 
in just 15 years from 1880. This phenomenal increase had been 
attributed to channel deepening in the harbor.  Since the deepening of 
the entrance no maintenance dredging has been conducted and 
sedimentation forcing vessels to light load in the upper channel.  This 
required that the vessels either add additional freight at another port or 
load from a lighter (a barge) further down the harbor.  The data used to 
justify the Federal project in Tampa was taken from 1971.  Tampa 
Harbor was the 8th largest port in the United States, handling 
36,000,000 tons of commerce almost equally divided between inbound 
and outbound.  The major commodities requiring deeper channels are 
phosphates, petroleum products, and sulfur.  Phosphate products were 
the major beneficiaries of deepening the channels.  There were three 
major phosphate terminals at Tampa where vessels could not be fully 
loaded because of restrictive channel depths. In that year, there were 
some 230 outbound vessels of which about 160 could have taken on 
more cargo if not restricted by draft.  Looking at economic information 
for Tampa Harbor over the last five years, tonnage and growth rates 
appear to have stayed reasonably steady.  The numbers have varied but 
while being down one year they recovered in the next.  In 1994 Tampa 
handled about 49 million tons of cargo and commercial passenger 
transport increased about 50 percent. 

 



 25 

b. Navigation.  Vessels typically enter the harbor in ballast and load bulk 
materials until the vessel draft reaches the limit allowed in the channel.    
Recreational boat traffic also uses this channel.  

4 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

4.1 INTRODUCTION.   
This section describes the probable consequences of implementing each alternative upon 
selected environmental resources.  These resources are directly linked to the relevant 
issues listed in Section 1.4 that have served to fine-tune the environmental analysis. The 
following narrative includes predicted changes to the existing environment including both 
direct and indirect effects, irreversible and irretrievable commitment of resources, 
unavoidable effects, and cumulative impacts. 

4.1.1 Cumulative Impacts.   
Cumulative impact is “the impact upon the environment which results from the 
incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions …” (40 CFR §1508.7). 

4.1.2 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitment of Resources 
a. Irreversible.  An irreversible commitment of resources is one in 
which the ability to utilize a resource is lost forever (e.g., the mining of a 
mineral resource). 
 
b. Irretrievable.  An irretrievable commitment of resources is one in 
which the ability to utilize a resource in its present state or configuration is 
lost for a period of time (e.g., restricting the flow of a river with a dam). 

4.2 NO-ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

4.2.1 Physical 
 

a. Surface Water Quality.  There would be an intermittent local increase 
in turbidity from the resuspension of bottom sediments from large ships 
entering, turning around and leaving the Port. 

 
b. Benthic Habitat.  There would be no impacts on benthic habitat. 

 

4.2.2 Biological 
 

a. Manatees.  Minor intermittent impact on manatees from the vessels 
entering, turning and leaving the Port in a substandard channel.  A 
potential exists for manatee to be trapped between vessels and the 
channel during these operations. 
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b. Birds.  There would be no impact on birds from the “No Action 
Alternative”. 

 
c. Seagrass Beds.  There would be no impacts on seagrasses. 

 
d. Mangroves.  There would be no impact on mangroves. 

4.2.3 Social 
 

a. Cultural Resources.  There would be no adverse effects upon cultural 
resources from the No-Action Alternative. 

 
b. Aesthetics.  There would be no adverse effects upon the aesthetics of the 

Port Sutton Navigation Project site from the No-Action Alternative. 
 

c. Recreation.  There would be no adverse impacts on recreation from 
this alternative. 

 

4.2.4 Economics 
 

a. Economics.   There would be a major long-term loss of revenues from 
the gradual reduction in cargo handling capabilities of the Port as vessel 
sizes increase.  Companies using these vessels would seek other Ports 
with larger vessel handling capabilities. 
 

b. Navigation.  Recreational traffic would remain the same if the same size 
vessels were used.  If larger vessel used the port, commercial navigation 
becomes more difficult and less safe.  There would be a long-term 
reduction in vessel safety as larger vessels try to use the smaller channel. 

4.2.5 Cumulative Impacts.    
The only cumulative impact identified with this alternative would be a significant impact 
on navigation and economics should no actions associated with port improvements be 
undertaken at other ports either locally or nationally. 

4.2.6 Unavoidable Effects.   
No unavoidable effects resulting from the No-Action Alternative were identified. 

4.2.7 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of Resources.   
There would be no utilization of resources should this alternative be implemented.  
Therefore, there is no irreversible or irretrievable commitment of resources. 
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4.2.8 Relationship of Short-term Uses of Man's Environment and the Maintenance 
and Enhancement of Long-term Productivity.   
There would be no short-term uses so; therefore there would be no change in 
productivity.    

4.3. EXPANSION OF EXISTING CHANNEL AND  CMDA-2D/CMDA-3D 
PLACEMENT  

4.3.1 Physical 
 

a. Surface Water Quality.  There would be an increase in turbidity 
surrounding the dredging operations.  The dredged material would be 
placed in either Dredged Material Management Area CMDA-2D or 
CMDA-3D.  The confined area would allow for sedimentation of 
suspended solids prior to the effluent being released back to the Bay 
through the weir structures.  The size of the areas allows for 
sedimentation such that the effluent meets State water quality standards. 

 
b. Benthic Habitat.  There would be a loss of shallow-water benthic 

habitat.  This area would be recolonized by species more suited for 
deeper water. 

 

4.3.2 Biological 
 
a. Manatees.  There would be a short-term adverse impact on manatees 

during construction of the new facilities.  This impact would be 
mitigated by the implementation of the standard State and Federal 
Manatee Protection Conditions (Appendix I).  Part of this plan is the 
monitoring for the presence of manatees by all workers and cessation of 
work should manatees enter the construction zone.  Resuming work 
would only occur should the manatees reach the safe zone.  Clamshell 
operations would be limited due to the potential impacts on manatees. 

 
b. Birds .  There would be a medium impact on bird nesting activities at the 

Dredged Material Management Area.  This impact would be mitigated 
by the implementation of the Migratory Bird Protection Plan.  Part of this 
Plan is to avoid bird nesting season 1 April through 31 August. 

 
c. Seagrass Beds.  There would be no impact on seagrasses from this 

alternative. 
 
d. Mangroves.  There would no impact from this alternative.   

4.3.3 Social 
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a. Cultural Resources.  There would be no impacts to historic properties 
for use of the disposal areas.  

 
b. Aesthetics.  The dredging in the channel would not have much of an 

impact because of the industrial use of this area. 
 
c. Recreation. There would be a minor impact on recreational fishing 

during the dredging, and recreational boat traffic in the area. 

4.3.4 Economics 
 

a. Economics.   There would be a short-term stimulus to the local 
economy during construction from the sale of goods and services in 
support of the work.  There would also be a long-term increase in 
revenues from the use of the port by larger vessels and the increased 
sale of commodities. 

 
b. Navigation.    There would be a short-term adverse impact on vessels 

using the channel during the construction period.  There would be 
increased safety for vessels using the new channel and turning basin.    

4.3.5 Cumulative Impacts. 
There would be a minor long-term cumulative impact as all ports increase their 
sizes to keep pace with industry demands.  

4.3.6 Unavoidable Effects.   
The only unavoidable impact of the dredging would be the turbidity generated 
during dredging. 

4.3.7 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitment of Resources   
The only loss of resources that cannot be retrieved is the fuel consumption used in 
the construction effort.  The bottom sediments are relocated to other sites and 
could be retrieved and placed back into the channel. 

4.3.8 Relationship of Short-term Uses of Man's Environment and the 
Maintenance and Enhancement of Long-term Productivity.  
The relative productivity of this area from the channel construction would not 
change. 

4.4. EXPANSION OF EXISTING CHANNEL AND HOOKERS POINT 
PLACEMENT 

4.4.1 Physical 
 

a. Surface Water Quality.  There would be a short-term increase in 
turbidity from the dredging.  
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b. Benthic Habitat.  There would be a minor loss of  shallow-water 
benthic habitat from the widening of the existing channel. 

4.4.2 Biological 
 

a. Manatees. There would be a short-term adverse impact on manatees 
during construction of the new facilities.  This impact would be 
mitigated by the implementation of the standard State and Federal 
Manatee Protection Conditions (Appendix I).  Part of this plan is the 
monitoring for the presence of manatees by all workers and cessation of 
work should manatees enter the construction zone.  Resuming work 
would only occur should the manatees reach the safe zone.  Clamshell 
operations would be limited due to the potential impacts on manatees 

 
b. Birds.  There would be no impact on birds from this alternative. 

 
e. Seagrass Beds. There would be no impact on seagrasses from this 

alternative. 
 

c. Mangroves.  There would be no impact on mangroves from this 
alternative. 

   

4.4.3 Social 
 

a. Cultural Resources. There would be no impacts to historic properties. 
 
b. Aesthetics.  There would be a minor adverse impact on aesthetics from 

the presence and operation of dredging equipment at this site. 
 

c. Recreation There would be a minor impact on recreational fishing 
during the dredging, and recreational boat traffic in the area. 

4.4.4 Economics 
 

a. Economics. There would be a short-term stimulus to the local 
economy during construction from the sale of goods and services in 
support of the work.  There would also be a long-term increase in 
revenues from the use of the port by larger vessels and the increased 
sale of commodities. 

 
b. Navigation.  There would be a minor impact on commercial and 

recreation navigation from the transportation and placement of dredged 
material at the site. 
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4.4.5 Cumulative Impacts.  
There would be a minor long-term cumulative impact as all ports increase their 
sizes to keep pace with industry demands. 

4.4.6 Unavoidable Effects.    
There would be some turbidity generated but would be controlled. 

4.4.7 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitment of Resources.   
The only loss would be the fuel expended during placement.   

4.4.8 Relationship of Short-term Uses of Man's Environment and the 
Maintenance and Enhancement of Long-term Productivity.    
The relative productivity of this area from the channel construction would not 
change. 
 

4.5. EXPANSION OF EXISTING CHANNEL AND OCEAN DREDGED 
MATERIAL DISPOSAL SITE PLACEMENT  

4.5.1 Physical 
a. Surface Water Quality. There would be a short-term increase in 

turbidity from the dredging.  There would be a turbidity plume created 
from the dumping of dredged material at the ODMDS and the 
smothering and covering of benthic organisms at the site. 

 
b. Benthic Habitat. There would be a minor loss of  shallow-water benthic 

habitat from the widening of the existing channel .  Benthic life would be 
covered and smothered by the mass dumping of dredged material.  The 
area would be quickly recolonized in between construction projects 
using the site. 

4.5.2 Biological 
 

 
a. Manatees. There would be a short-term adverse impact on manatees 

during construction of the new facilities.  This impact would be 
mitigated by the implementation of the standard State and Federal 
Manatee Protection Conditions.  Part of this plan is the monitoring for 
the presence of manatees by all workers and cessation of work should 
manatees enter the construction zone.  Resuming work would only occur 
should the manatees reach the safe zone.  Clamshell operations would be 
limited due to the potential impacts on manatees. 

 
b. Birds.  There would be no impact on birds. 

 
c. Seagrass Beds.  There would be no impact on seagrasses. 
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d. Mangroves.  There would be no impacts on mangroves. 

   

4.5.3 Social 
 

a. Cultural Resources.  There would be no impacts to historic properties. 
 
b. Aesthetics. There would be a minor adverse impact on aesthetics from 

the presence and operation of dredging equipment at this site. 
 

c. Recreation.  There would be a minor adverse impact on recreation use 
of the ODMDS during disposal operations.  This includes fishing and 
SCUBA diving. There would be a minor impact on recreational fishing 
during the dredging, and recreational boat traffic in the area  

4.5.4 Economics 
 
a. Economics. There would be a short-term stimulus to the local 

economy during construction from the sale of goods and services in 
support of the work.  There would also be a long-term increase in 
revenues from the use of the port by larger vessels and the increased 
sale of commodities.. 

 
b. Navigation.  There would be a short-term adverse impact on commercial 

navigation form the transportation of dredged material to and from the 
ODMDS.  This traffic flow would be coordinated with the Tampa Pilots 
association to minimize impacts. 

4.5.5 Cumulative Impacts  
There would be a minor long-term cumulative impact as all ports increase their 
sizes to keep pace with industry demands. 

4.5.6 Unavoidable Effects.   
There would be a turbidity plume created from the dredging and from dumping of 
dredged material at the ODMDS and the smothering and covering of benthic 
organisms at the site. 

4.5.7 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitment of Resources  
There would be no irretrievable commitment of resources except for the 
expenditure of fuel for the transportation to and from the disposal site. 
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4.5.8 Relationship of Short-term Uses of Man's Environment and the 
Maintenance and Enhancement of Long-term Productivity.    
The long-term productivity of the ODMDS would not be affected by placement of 
material.  In fact, the placement of more substrate at this site would create more 
relief creating more habitat for aquatic life. 

4.6. EXPANSION OF EXISTING CHANNEL AND MACDILL SEAGRASS 
RESTORATION PROJECT  PLACEMENT 

4.6.1 Physical 
 

a. Surface Water Quality. There would be a short-term increase in 
turbidity from the dredging .  There would be a short-term increase in 
turbidity from the placement of dredged material in the hole adjacent to 
MacDill AFB runway.  In the long-term, there would be a reduction in 
anoxic water quality conditions within the hole. 

 
b. Benthic Habitat. There would be a minor loss of  shallow-water benthic 

habitat from the widening of the existing channel.  There would be and 
elimination of the silty substrate and replacement with a sandy substrate 
with the bottom elevation raised to within the photic zone. 

4.6.2 Biological 
 

a. Manatees. There would be a short-term adverse impact on manatees 
during construction of the new facilities and dredged material placement.  
This impact would be mitigated by the implementation of the standard 
State and Federal Manatee Protection Conditions.  Part of this plan is the 
monitoring for the presence of manatees by all workers and cessation of 
work should manatees enter the construction zone.  Resuming work 
would only occur should the manatees reach the safe zone.  Clamshell 
operations would be limited due to the potential impacts on manatees. 

 
b. Birds.  There would be no impact on birds from this alternative. 

 
c. Seagrass Beds.  There would be no direct adverse impact on seagrasses 

in the area.  The turbidity generated by the placement could impact 
adjacent patchy seagrasses.  However, the use of turbidity curtains or a 
flocculent that would reduce turbidity at the edge of the seagrass beds 
would mitigate this impact.  There would be a long-term benefit to 
seagrasses by raising the bottom elevation into the photic zone that could 
promote additional seagrass growth. 

 
d. Mangroves.  There would be no impact on mangroves from this 

alternative. 
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4.6.3 Social 
 

a. Cultural Resources.   There would be no impacts to historic properties . 
 
b. Aesthetics.  There would be a minor adverse impact on aesthetics from 

the presence and operation of dredging equipment at this site. 
 

c. Recreation. There would be a minor impact on recreational fishing 
during the dredging, and recreational boat traffic in the area .  There 
would be a short-term minor disruption to fishing along the edge of the 
hole.  There would be a long-term reduction in fishing opportunities for 
fishing as the edge effect for fishing habitat is diminished. 

4.6.4 Economics 
 

a. Economics. There would be a short-term stimulus to the local 
economy during construction from the sale of goods and services in 
support of the work.  There would also be a long-term increase in 
revenues from the use of the port by larger vessels and the increased 
sale of commodities.  There would be a minor long-term benefit to the 
Port from the Beneficial Uses of Dredged Material and not using the 
upland DMMA or the ODMDS. 

 
b. Navigation.  There would be a minor impact on commercial and 

recreation navigation from the transportation and placement of dredged 
material at the site. 

4.6.5 Cumulative Impacts.  
There could be a cumulative impact on cold water fishery refugia in Tampa Bay if 
all the dredged material holes are filled within shallow-water areas.  This would 
not likely occur because it would not be economically feasible or logistically 
possible. 

4.6.6 Unavoidable Effects.    
There would be some turbidity generated but would be controlled.  There would 
be a reduction in fish habitat from the loss of edge of the hole. 

4.6.7 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitment of Resources.   
The only loss would be the fuel expended during placement.   

4.6.8 Relationship of Short-term Uses of Man's Environment and the 
Maintenance and Enhancement of Long-term Productivity.    
There would be a short-term effect from the placement of material in the hole and 
the associated loss of fish habitat.  However, in the long-term there would be 
potential generation of seagrass beds which is considered to be more productive. 
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4.7. EXPANSION OF EXISTING CHANNEL AND CREATION OF WETLANDS 
AT DREDGED MATERIAL MANAGEMENT AREA CMDA-2D  

4.7.1 Physical 
 

a. Surface Water Quality. There would be a short-term increase in 
turbidity from the dredging.  There would be a short-term impact on 
water quality from the placement of material into an area along CMDA-
2D and the associated increased turbidity.  This affect would be different 
dependent on the method of displacement.  If the material were pumped 
directly to the site, there would be a substantial turbidity plume 
generated.  This impact would be mitigated by the use of Flocculent.  If 
the material was first placed inside CMDA-2D then, hauled over the 
berm and pushed it the water there would be very little turbidity 
generated.  In the long-term the creation of wetlands in this area would 
help water quality through nutrient uptake of the wetland plants.   

 
b. Benthic Habitat.  There would be a change in benthic habitat from an 

open-water to a shallow-water habitat.  This would increase the 
biological productivity of the site by increasing the bottom into the 
photic zone. 

4.7.2 Biological 
 

a. Manatees.   There would be a short-term adverse impact on manatees 
during construction of the new facilities and dredged material placement.  
This impact would be mitigated by the implementation of the standard 
State and Federal Manatee Protection Conditions.  Part of this plan is the 
monitoring for the presence of manatees by all workers and cessation of 
work should manatees enter the construction zone.  Resuming work 
would only occur should the manatees reach the safe zone.  Clamshell 
operations would be limited due to the potential impacts on manatees. 

 
b. Birds.  There would be a short-term adverse impact on bird nesting 

during the bird-nesting season 1 April through 31 August from the 
construction at CMDA-2D.  This impact could be mitigated by the 
implementation of a Migratory Bird Protection Plan.  If the season 
cannot be avoided, a bird monitor would be used to identify nesting sites 
and create a buffer zone around these sites.  In the long-term the creation 
of this 67-acre site would provide a substantial area for birds to nest and 
forage for food. 

 
c. Seagrass Beds.  There would be no impact on seagrass beds.  
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d. Mangroves.  There would be a potential for additional mangrove habitat 
within the 67-acre site.  The amount of habitat would be dependent on 
the final elevations created.  

4.7.3 Social 
 

a. Cultural Resources.   There would be no impacts to historic properties. 
 
b. Aesthetics.  There would be a minor aesthetic impact from the presence 

and operation of dredging equipment adjacent to bird watching and 
fishing activities. 

 
c. Recreation. There would be a minor impact on recreational fishing 

during the dredging, and recreational boat traffic in the area of the 
channel.  There would be a minor interruption to fishing and bird 
watching along this shoreline. 

4.7.4 Economics 
 

a. Economics. There would be a short-term stimulus to the local 
economy during construction from the sale of goods and services in 
support of the work.  There would also be a long-term increase in 
revenues from the use of the port by larger vessels and the increased 
sale of commodities.  There would be a minor long-term benefit to the 
Port from the Beneficial Uses of Dredged Material and not using the 
upland DMMA or the ODMDS. 

 
b. Navigation. There would be a minor impact on commercial and 

recreation navigation from the dredging.   There would be a minor short-
term disruption to recreation navigation along the shoreline of CMDA-
2D. 

4.7.5 Cumulative Impacts.   
There would be a beneficial cumulative impact from the creation of wetlands with 
Tampa Bay.  If this were done with other dredged material from the federal 
projects a substantial amount of habitat would be created or restored. 

4.7.6 Unavoidable Effects.    
There would be a loss of open-water habitat and some turbidity generated. 

4.7.7 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitment of Resources.   
The only long-term commitment of resources would be the expenditure of fuel to 
support the work.  
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4.7.8 Relationship of Short-term Uses of Man's Environment and the 
Maintenance and Enhancement of Long-term Productivity.  
There would be a short-term effect from the placement of material in the open-
water and the associated loss of fish habitat.  However, in the long-term there 
would be the creation of 67 acres of saltmarsh habitat, which is considered to be 
more productive. 

4.8. EXPANSION OF EXISTING CHANNEL AND CREATION OF AVIAN 
HABITAT AT BIRD/SUNKEN ISLAND  

4.8.1 Physical 
 

a. Surface Water Quality. There would be a short-term impact on water 
quality from the dredging and placement of material into an area south of 
Bird Island and the associated increased turbidity.  If the material were 
pumped directly to the site, there would be a substantial turbidity plume 
generated.  This impact would be mitigated by the use of Flocculent.  In 
the long-term the creation of wetlands in this area would help water 
quality through nutrient uptake of the wetland plants. 

  
b. Benthic Habitat.  There would be a loss of open-water habitat and the 

creation of  67 acres of saltmarsh and mangrove habitat from the 
placement of dredged material.   

4.8.2 Biological 
 

a. Manatees. There would be a short-term adverse impact on manatees 
during construction of the new facilities and dredged material placement.  
This impact would be mitigated by the implementation of the standard 
State and Federal Manatee Protection Conditions.  Part of this plan is the 
monitoring for the presence of manatees by all workers and cessation of 
work should manatees enter the construction zone.  Resuming work 
would only occur should the manatees reach the safe zone.  Clamshell 
operations would be limited due to the potential impacts on manatees 

 
b. Birds. There would be a short-term adverse impact on bird nesting 

during the bird-nesting season 1 March through 31 August from the 
construction.  This impact could be mitigated by the implementation of a 
Migratory Bird Protection Plan.  If the season cannot be avoided, a bird 
monitor would be used to identify nesting sites and create a buffer zone 
around these sites.  In the long-term the creation of this 67-acre site 
would provide a substantial area for birds to nest and forage for food. 

 
c. Seagrass Beds.  There would be no impact on seagrasses. 
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d. Mangroves.  There would be no adverse impact on mangroves.  There 
would be a long-term benefit to mangroves by providing additional 
area for potential growth.   

4.8.3 Social 
 

a. Cultural Resources.    There would be unknown impacts to historic 
properties.  Surveys of the “area of potential effect” have not been 
undertaken. 

 
b. Aesthetics. There would be a minor aesthetic impact from the presence 

and operation of dredging equipment adjacent to bird watching and 
fishing activities. 

 
c. Recreation.   There would be a minor impact on recreational fishing 

during the dredging, and recreational boat traffic in the area .  There 
would be a substantial interruption to fishing and bird watching along 
this shoreline.    

 
4.8.4 Economics 

 
a. There would be a short-term stimulus to the local economy during 

construction from the sale of goods and services in support of the 
work.  There would also be a long-term increase in revenues from the 
use of the port by larger vessels and the increased sale of commodities.  
There would be a minor long-term benefit to the Port from the 
Beneficial Uses of Dredged Material and not using the upland DMMA 
or the ODMDS. 

 
b. Navigation.  There would be a minor impact on recreation boat traffic 

along the Bird Island shoreline. 
 

4.8.5 Cumulative Impacts  
There would be a beneficial cumulative impact from the creation of wetlands with 
Tampa Bay.  If this were done with other dredged material from the federal 
projects a substantial amount of habitat would be created or restored. 

4.8.6 Unavoidable Effects.  
There would be a loss of open-water habitat and some turbidity generated.  

4.8.7 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitment of Resources.  
The only long-term commitment of resources would be the expenditure of fuel to 
support the work.   
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4.8.8 Relationship of Short-term Uses of Man's Environment and the 
Maintenance and Enhancement of Long-term Productivity. 
There would be a short-term effect from the placement of material in the open-
water and the associated loss of fish habitat.  However, in the long-term there 
would be the creation of 272 acres of saltmarsh habitat, which is considered to be 
more productive. 
 

4.9. EXPANSION OF EXISTING CHANNEL AND WHISKEY STUMP KEY  
SEAGRASS RESTORATION PROJECT  PLACEMENT 

 

4.9.1 Physical 
 

a. Surface Water Quality.  There would be a short-term increase in 
turbidity from the placement of dredged material in the hole adjacent to 
Port Redwing.  In the long-term, there would be a reduction in anoxic 
water quality conditions within the hole.  There would be a short-term 
increase in turbidity at the dredge site.  There are no significant resources 
at the site that would be affected by the increased turbidity levels.  There 
would be special water quality protection plans implemented at the 
restoration site to protect the surrounding seagrass beds. 

 
b. Benthic Habitat.  There would be an elimination of the silty substrate 

and replacement with a sandy substrate with the bottom elevation raised 
to within the photic zone.  The dredging would eliminate some shallow-
water habitat and replaced with deeper water substrates.  The benthic 
organisms would be converted to those more suitable for deeper water. 

4.9.2 Biological 
 

a. Manatees. There would be a short-term adverse impact on manatees 
during construction of the new facilities and dredged material placement.  
This impact would be mitigated by the implementation of the standard 
State and Federal Manatee Protection Conditions.  Part of this plan is the 
monitoring for the presence of manatees by all workers and cessation of 
work should manatees enter the construction zone.  Resuming work 
would only occur should the manatees reach the safe zone.  Clamshell 
operations would be limited due to the potential impacts on manatees. 

 
b. Birds.  There would be a long-term benefit to the birds using the 

adjacent islands from the bank stabilization provided to the shoreline. 
 

c. Seagrass Beds.  There would be no direct adverse impact on seagrasses 
in the area.  The turbidity generated by the placement could impact 
adjacent patchy seagrasses.  However, the use of turbidity curtains or a 
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flocculent that would reduce turbidity at the edge of the seagrass beds 
would mitigate this impact.  There would be a long-term benefit to 
seagrasses by raising the bottom elevation into the photic zone that could 
promote additional seagrass growth. 

 
d. Mangroves.  There would be no impact on mangroves from this 

alternative. 
   

4.9.3 Social 
 

a. Cultural Resources.   There would be no impact on cultural resources 
from this alternative. 

 
b. Aesthetics.  There would be a minor adverse impact on aesthetics from 

the presence and operation of dredging equipment at this site even 
though the dredging would take place in an industrial area.  There would 
be a short-term impact on aesthetics at the restoration site from the 
presence of disposal equipment.  This area would be impacted more due 
to the area use for recreation. 

 
c. Recreation.  There would be a short-term minor disruption to fishing 

along the edge of the hole.  There would be a long-term reduction in 
fishing opportunities for fishing as the edge effect for fishing habitat is 
diminished. 

4.9.4 Economics 
 

a. Economics. There would be a short-term stimulus to the local 
economy during construction from the sale of goods and services in 
support of the work.  There would also be a long-term increase in 
revenues from the use of the port by larger vessels and the increased 
sale of commodities.  There would be a minor long-term benefit to the 
Port from the Beneficial Uses of Dredged Material and not using the 
upland DMMA or the ODMDS. 

 
6 Navigation.  There would be a minor impact on commercial and 

recreation navigation from the transportation and placement of dredged 
material at the site. 

4.9.5 Cumulative Impacts.  
There could be a cumulative impact on cold water fishery refugia in Tampa Bay if 
all the dredged material holes are filled within shallow-water areas.  This would 
not likely occur because it would not be economically feasible or logistically 
possible. 
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4.9.6 Unavoidable Effects.    
There would be some turbidity generated but would be controlled.  There would 
be a reduction in fish habitat from the loss of edge of the hole. 

4.9.7 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitment of Resources.   
The only loss would be the fuel expended during placement.   

4.9.8 Relationship of Short-term Uses of Man's Environment and the 
Maintenance and Enhancement of Long-term Productivity.    
There would be a short-term effect from the placement of material in the hole and 
the associated loss of fish habitat.  However, in the long-term there would be 
potential generation of seagrass beds which is considered to be more productive. 
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5 LIST OF PREPARERS 
 
Name Job Title Years 

Experience 
NEPA Participation 

William J. Fonferek Biologist 21 years NEPA preparation, coordination, 
endangered species consultation 

Tommy Birchett Archeologist 20 years Cultural Resources Assessment 
Glen Schuster Civil Engineer 22 years Water Quality Assessment 
Peter Besrutchko Environmental 

Engineer 
10 years HTRW Assessment 

Paul Stevenson Landscape 
Planner 

12 years Aesthetic and Recreation 
Assessment 
 

Tracy Leeser Civil Engineer 6 years Study Manager 
Tim Murphy Civil Engineer 8 years Project Manager 
   

6 COORDINATION WITH OTHERS 

6.1 INTRODUCTION.   
This section provides information on how the development and planning of this proposed 
action was coordinated with concerned agencies and interested parties during initial site 
selection through the preliminary development of this document. 

6.2. Scoping 
A scoping letter dated May 8, 1998, was sent to all interested parties including adjacent 
property owners, state and local governments and federal agencies.  

6.3. State Clearinghouse Coordination. 
The State Clearinghouse acknowledged receipt of the May 12, 1998 scoping letter and 
assigned a number to the file (SAI# FL9805110198C). 

6.4. Pinellas County. 
Pinellas County responded to the scoping letter by letter dated May 12, 1998, stating that 
any sandy material be placed on Pinellas County beaches. 
RESPONSE:  If sandy material is encountered and the State wishes the pay for the 
additional costs of placing the material on the beach above that considered economical, 
we would do this. 

6.5. Hillsborough County EPC. 
The Hillsborough County Planning Commission responded by letter dated May 20, 1998, 
stating its support of dredging projects provided State water quality standards are meet, 
the dredged material is placed in a manner that minimizes environmental and social 
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impacts and is consistent with port and municipal planning.  The Commission also 
recommended the project should demonstrate a substantial need, benefits, and include 
appropriate measures to minimize and mitigate adverse environmental impacts.  The 
Commission also expressed concerns for the work being incompatible with the northeast 
shoreline of Seddon Island mitigation.  It also expressed concerns for erosion and water 
quality from the alteration of the waterway.  It recommended a seagrass survey of the 
project area.   
RESPONSE:  The dredging and placement of dredged material will meet State water 
quality standards.  An Environmental Assessment will be prepared for the project and 
circulated in accordance with the NEPA implementing regulations.  The alternative 
selected would be based on the most economical and environmentally sound design.  The 
local sponsor for this project is the Port of Tampa.  This modification was previously 
evaluated but never constructed because at the time it was not considered economical.  
The Port has requested this be reconsidered because of Port growth and vessel safety in 
the area.  The major emphasis of the Limited Re-evaluation Report is the economic 
justification of the project.  The EA will also identify existing resources within the area, 
assess impacts (if any) and determine necessary mitigation.  The impacts on resources 
along Seddon Island have been considered as part of the evaluation process.  An 
engineering evaluation of the new turning basin has determined the slopes and footprint 
of the new design.  Based on this, we do not feel the shoreline would be affected.  Water 
quality impacts of this channel would not change from the widening.  A site investigation 
by the Corps and field survey of the project area by the US Fish and Wildlife Service 
revealed no seagrasses in the area.  A literature search of the NEP seagrass maps and 
water quality indicates that the water quality in the area is relatively degraded so that 
seagrass would not grow there. 

6.6. NMFS. 
The National Marine Fisheries Service responded by letter dated June 3, 1998.  They 
expressed concerns for the mangroves and oyster beds along the shoreline in the project 
area.  They recommended that USFWS consider the affects of the projects on these 
resources and that the sediments be sampled to determine suitable disposal sites. 
RESPONSE:  The mangroves would be avoided but the oyster beds would be impacted.  
The design calls for the relocation of the beds to adjacent areas where other oyster beds 
are present.  The material dredged material has been sampled and the use of this material 
in upland placement or in the Garrison Channel would not violate State water quality 
standards.  The USFWS considered these effects in the Fish and Wildlife Coordination 
Act Report (see Appendix II). 

6.7. Tampa Pilots. 
The Tampa Bay Pilots responded by letter dated June 17, 1998.  They stated that the 
project would provide increased navigation safety. 

6.8. State Clearinghouse Coordination. 
The Florida Department of Community Affairs responded by letter dated June 19, 1998.  
They requested an additional 7 days to make a consistency determination. 
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6.9. State Clearinghouse Coordination. 
The Florida Department of Community Affairs responded by letter dated July 17, 1998. 
The Department requested that impacts to manatees be considered and stated a permit 
from DEP was necessary and that consistency with the Coastal Zone Management 
Program be considered.  It also recommended that a magnetometer survey of the project 
area be conducted to determine if underwater cultural resources are located in the area.  
The Department has also determined that at this stage the project is consistent with the 
CZMP. 
RESPONSE:  Impacts on federally threatened and endangered species are addressed in 
formal consultation with the US Fish and Wildlife Service involving any federal action.  
The Project will be evaluated in accordance with the Florida Coastal Zone Management 
Program  A determination will be forwarded to the State Clearinghouse during the review 
of the draft Environmental Assessment prepared for the project.  A magnetometer survey 
has been conducted and the results are being coordinated with the State. 

6.10. Field Meeting.   
A field meeting and site visit was conducted on 9 December 1998 to consider alternatives 
for dredged material placement.  Representatives of the Corps, US Fish and Wildlife 
Service, the Tampa Port Authority, Hillsborough County Environmental Protection 
Commission and the Florida Department Environmental Protection were in attendance.   
Alternatives discussed included creation of inter-tidal wetlands adjacent to CMDA-2D, 
Island creation south of Davis Island airport, marsh creation along Davis Island, Palm 
River Restoration, Hookers Point fill and Garrison Channel.  
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 MACDILL SEAGRASS RESTORATION SITE 
SECTION 404(b)(1) EVALUATION 

 DREDGED MATERIAL 
 
I.  Project Description 
 

a.   Location.  Tampa Harbor-Port Sutton Navigation Channel, Hillsborough County, Florida. 
 
 b.   General Description.  The Corps is proposing to place dredged material from the 

construction of the Port Sutton Navigation Channel in a former borrow area located southwest 
of the runway at MacDill Air Force Base in Tampa Bay. 

 
c.   Authority and Purpose. This study is authorized by Water Resources Development Act 
1992.  Pursuant to Section 204 of the Water Resources Development Act of 1996, the US 
Army Corps of Engineers was delegated the authority to look for opportunities for using 
dredged material in a way beneficial to the aquatic environment.  This proposal was presented 
to the Corps for consideration by the Habitat Restoration Committee of the Agency on Bay 
Management, Tampa Bay Regional Planning Council. 

 
 d.   General Description of Dredged or Fill Material 
 

(1) General Characteristics of Material. .  Alafia has fines ranging between 5 to 45 
percent.  Preliminary findings indicate the high percentage of fines in the dredged 
material may not be problematic for a beneficial use plan. 

 
(2)   Quantity of Material.  Approximately 300,000 cubic yards of dredged material 
excavated from the navigation entrance channel will be placed in the hole. 

 
(3)   Source of Material.  The material will be excavated from selected sites within the 
Tampa Harbor navigation channel.   

 
 e.   Description of the Proposed Discharge Site. 
 

(1) Size and Location.  The placement area is located southwest of the runway of 
MacDill AFB.  It can hold approximately 300,000 cubic yards of material. 

 
(2) Type of Site.  The site is a former borrow area.  The material was used for the 

MacDill AFB runway extension.  The hole is located in a littoral area surrounded by 
patchy seagrass beds.  The bottom of the hole collects silty sediments.  The edges 
of the hole are sandy material.  The hole has a maximum depth of 12 feet. 

 
(3) Type of Habitat. The hole is a cold water refugia for large fish.  It is habitat for a 

large number of species of fish that use the edge of the hole as habitat.  The center 
of the hole has low dissolved oxygen and is less likely used by the fisheries.  Smaller 
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species and juvenile fish use the adjacent seagrass beds. 
 

(4) Timing and Duration of Discharge.  The hole would be filled in conjunction with the 
construction of the new navigation channel. 

 
f.  Description of Disposal Method.  The dredging would be conducted by a hydraulic dredge 
or hopper with pump-out capabilities.  The outfall would likely have a diffuser at the terminal 
end.  The contractor could employ a floculant to reduce turbidity and increase settling. 

 
II.  Factual Determinations  
 
 a.  Physical Substrate Determinations. 
 

(1)  Substrate Elevation and Slope.  The hole is slightly sloped toward an adjacent tidal 
trough in the Bay.  The hole is approximately 12-feet deep with elevations of 1-foot, 3-
foot and 8-foot surrounding the hole.    

 
(2)  Sediment Type.  Sediment analysis of the disposal site indicates that the bottom is 
composed of a layer of silt and fine grained sand.  A site investigation was conducted by 
divers to verify that the habitat was a silty substrate. 

 
(3)  Dredged/Fill Material Movement.  The dredged material is not likely to movement 
because it is a low energy area and the hole acts as a sediment trap for silty material. 

 
  (4)  Physical Effects on Benthos.  Placement will result in the loss of benthic  organisms 

at the placement site.  These communities will reestablish quickly upon completion of 
work.  Disruption of marine life at the placement area will be short term.   

 
(5)  Other Effects.  Fisheries at or near the disposal area should not experience 
substantive adverse effects.  Standard manatee construction conditions will be required 
of all contractors.  The work as proposed will not jeopardize protected species.  No 
known historical properties will be affected by this project.  The proposed work will 
result in some temporary disruption of normal vessel traffic in the harbor, but it's 
completion will have a favorable impact on the operation of the port with a resulting 
beneficial effect on the local and regional economy.  Temporary degradation in water 
quality at the dredging and disposal sites will also occur.  Turbidity would be controlled 
to not impact adjacent seagrass beds.  The long-term filling of the hole would offer the 
expansion of seagrass beds in the area. 

 
(6)  Actions Taken to Minimize Impacts.  Turbidity curtains or floculents could be 
employed to reduce impacts on seagrass beds.  The standard manatee protection 
conditions would also be employed to reduce potential for impacts.  . 

 
 b.  Water Circulation, Fluctuation and Salinity Determinations 
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  (1)  Water 
 
   (a) Salinity.  No impacts to salinity at disposal site. 
 

(b)  Water Chemistry.  There will be no changes in water chemistry at the site. 
 
   (c)  Clarity.  There will be a temporary increase in turbidity level at the disposal 

site and immediately adjacent to the disposal area during the disposal 
operations.  

 
(d)  Color.  Due to the minor silt content, there will be a brown turbidity plume 
associated with the discharge operations. 

 
(e)  Odor.  There would be no odor problems associated with the dredged 
material since the material contains few organics and would not be exposed to 
the air. 

 
   (f)  Taste.  Not applicable. 
 

(g)  Dissolved Gas Levels.  There would be improved water quality at the site 
from the increased dissolved oxygen levels. 

 
(h)  Nutrients.  The material to be discharged is mainly sand with shell fragment, 
therefore no nutrients would be bound in the material and no release of nutrients 
would be anticipated. 

 
   (i)  Eutrophication.  No eutrophication is anticipated. 
 
  (2)  Current Patterns and Circulation.  Not applicable. 
 
  (3)  Normal Water Level Fluctuations.  Not applicable. 
   
  (4)  Salinity Gradients.  Not applicable. 
   

(5)  Actions That Will Be Taken to Minimize Impacts.  The disposal site will be 
operated to maintain state water quality standards.   

 
d.  Suspended Particulate/Turbidity Determinations 
 

(1) Expected Changes in Suspended Particulate and Turbidity Levels in Vicinity of 
Disposal Site.  No changes are anticipated because the dredged material is sandy 
material containing few fines. 

 
  (2)  Effects (degree and duration) on Chemical and Physical values  
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(a)  Light penetration.  Light penetration would be reduced during disposal 
operations.  This would be short-term in duration and would not cause any 
significant adverse effects. 

 
(b)  Dissolved Oxygen.  There would be no reduction in dissolved oxygen levels 
from the discharge of the sandy dredged material. 

   
(c)  Toxic Metals and Organics.  No toxic materials are anticipated to be 
encountered. 

  
   (d)  Pathogens.  Not Applicable. 
                                              

(e)  Aesthetics.  There will be an increase in noise levels and aesthetic 
degradation from the presence and operation of dredging equipment at the 
disposal site.  

 
   (f)  Others as Appropriate.  None. 
   
 
 (3)  Effects on Biota (consider environmental values in 
 sections 230.21, as appropriate) 
   

(a)  Primary Production, Photosynthesis.  No photosynthesis occurs at this site. 
 
   (b)  Suspension/Filter Feeders.  Little or no impact is expected. 
 
   (c)  Sight Feeders.  Little or no impact is expected. 
 
  (4)  Actions taken to Minimize Impacts.  None required. 
 

d.  Contaminant Determinations.  No contaminants have been previously encountered and 
therefore none are anticipated. 

 
 e.  Aquatic Ecosystem and Organism Determinations 
 
  (1)  Effects on Plankton.  No significant effects. 
 

(2)  Effects on Benthos.  No significant benthic populations are located in the disposal 
site and therefore no significant adverse impacts are anticipated. 

 
  (3)  Effects on Nekton.  None are anticipated. 
 
  (4)  Effects on Aquatic Food Web.  None are anticipated. 
  

(5)  Effects on Special Aquatic Sites.  No special aquatic sites are located within the 
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disposal site. 
 
   (a)  Sanctuaries and Refuges.  Not applicable. 
 
   (b)  Wetlands.  Not applicable. 
 
   (c)  Mud Flats.  Not applicable. 
 
   (d)  Vegetated Shallows.  None would be affected. 
 
   (e)  Coral Reefs.   Not applicable. 
 
   (f)  Riffle and Pool Complexes.  Not applicable. 
 
  (6)  Threatened and Endangered Species.  None would be affected. 
 
   (7)  Other Wildlife.  Not applicable.  
 
   (8)  Actions to Minimize Impacts.  No actions are necessary. 
 
 f.  Proposed Disposal Site Determinations 
 

(1)  Mixing Zone Determination.  No mixing will likely occur due to the sandy nature of 
the dredged material, the shallow water and the small quantity of fines associated with 
the material. 

 
(2)  Determination of Compliance with Applicable Water Quality Standards.  Water 
quality certification has been issued by the State.  Monitoring of the discharge site will 
be conducted to insure State standards met. 

 
  (3)  Potential Effects on Human Use Characteristic 
 
   (a)  Municipal and Private Water Supply.  Not applicable. 
 

(b)  Recreational and Commercial Fisheries. There would be a long-term 
change in the species composition of fish at the site.  There would be a edged 
maintained for 20 years as the hole is continually filled.  At the completion of the 
project, there would likely be some relief for fish but the cold weather refugia 
would be eliminated.  

 
   (c)  Water Related Recreation.  Not applicable. 
 

(d)  Aesthetics.  The proposed discharge would increase noise and scenic 
degradation along the ocean front during disposal operations. 
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(e)  Parks, National and Historical Monuments, National Seashores, 
Wilderness Areas, Research Sites, and Similar Preserves.  Not applicable. 

 
g.  Determination of Cumulative Effects on the Aquatic Ecosystem.  Since the bottom substrate 
is silty, the placement of an irregular sandy substrate would provide additional diversity to the 
area.  It would also create potential substrate for seagrass bed colonization. 

 
 h.  Determination of Secondary Effects on the Aquatic Ecosystem.  Not applicable. 
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 CMDA-2D WETLAND CREATION SITE 
SECTION 404(b)(1) EVALUATION 

 DREDGED MATERIAL 
 
I.  Project Description 
 

a.   Location.  Tampa Harbor-Port Sutton Navigation Channel, Hillsborough County, Florida. 
 
 b.   General Description.  The Corps is proposing to place dredged material from the 

construction of the Port Sutton Navigation Channel adjacent to Dredged Material Management 
Area CMDA-2D in Tampa Bay. 

 
c.   Authority and Purpose. This study is authorized by Water Resources Development Act 
1992.  Pursuant to Section 204 of the Water Resources Development Act of 1996, the US 
Army Corps of Engineers was delegated the authority to look for opportunities for using 
dredged material in a way beneficial to the aquatic environment.  This proposal was presented 
to the Corps for consideration by the Habitat Restoration Committee of the Agency on Bay 
Management, Tampa Bay Regional Planning Council. 

 
 d.   General Description of Dredged or Fill Material 
 

(1)   General Characteristics of Material.  The excavated material to be placed would 
consist of newly excavated bottom sediments. 

 
(2)   Quantity of Material.  Approximately 1,540,000 cubic yards of dredged material 
excavated from the navigation entrance channel will be placed. 

 
(3) Source of Material.  The material will be excavated from the Port Sutton 

Navigation Channel. 
 

 e.   Description of the Proposed Discharge Site. 
 

(1) Size and Location.  The 67-acre site is located adjacent to CMDA-2D located 
north of the Alafia River Navigation Channel.. 

 
(2) Type of Site.  The site is a sandy bottom open-water area. 

 
(3) Type of Habitat. The area is mostly open-water habitat with a small island located 

on the south east corner of the site.. 
 

(4) Timing and Duration of Discharge.  The area would be filled in conjunction with the 
construction of the navigation channel expansion. 

 
f.  Description of Disposal Method.  The dredging would be conducted by a hydraulic dredge 
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or hopper with pump-out capabilities.  The material could either be placed directly into the 
open-water site or into CMDA-2D where it would then be pushed into the site using heavy 
equipment.    If it is placed directly, an outfall would likely have a diffuser at the terminal end.  
The contractor could employ a floculant to reduce turbidity and increase settling.  There would 
likely be an underwater berm established to hold the sediments in place. 

 
II.  Factual Determinations  
 
 a.  Physical Substrate Determinations. 
 

(1)  Substrate Elevation and Slope.  The average depth of the site is approximately 5 
feet..    

 
(2)  Sediment Type.  Sediment analysis of the disposal site indicates that the bottom is 
composed of a layer of silt and fine grained sand.  A site investigation was conducted by 
divers to verify that the habitat was a silty substrate. 

 
(3)  Dredged/Fill Material Movement.  The dredged material is not likely to movement 
because it is a low energy area and the area is protected from wind and wave action by 
the DMMA. 

 
  (4)  Physical Effects on Benthos.  Placement will result in the loss of benthic  organisms 

at the placement site.  These communities will reestablish quickly upon completion of 
work.  Disruption of marine life at the placement area will be short term.   

 
(5)  Other Effects.  Fisheries at or near the disposal area should not experience 
substantive adverse effects.  Standard manatee construction conditions will be required 
of all contractors.  The work as proposed will not jeopardize protected species.  No 
known historical properties will be affected by this project.  The proposed work will 
result in some temporary disruption of normal vessel traffic in the harbor, but it's 
completion will have a favorable impact on the operation of the port with a resulting 
beneficial effect on the local and regional economy.  Temporary degradation in water 
quality at the dredging and disposal sites will also occur.  The work will create 67 acres 
of estuarine habitat. 

 
(6)  Actions Taken to Minimize Impacts.  Turbidity curtains or floculents could be 
employed to reduce impacts on seagrass beds.  The standard manatee protection 
conditions would also be employed to reduce potential for impacts.  . 

 
 b.  Water Circulation, Fluctuation and Salinity Determinations 
 
  (1)  Water 
 
   (a) Salinity.  No impacts to salinity at disposal site. 
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(b)  Water Chemistry.  There will be no changes in water chemistry at the site. 
 
   (c)  Clarity.  There will be a temporary increase in turbidity level at the disposal 

site and immediately adjacent to the disposal area during the disposal 
operations.  

 
(d)  Color.  Due to the minor silt content, there will be a brown turbidity plume 
associated with the discharge operations. 

 
(e)  Odor.  There would be no odor problems associated with the dredged 
material since the material contains few organics and would not be exposed to 
the air. 

 
   (f)  Taste.  Not applicable. 
 

(g)  Dissolved Gas Levels.  There would be improved water quality at the site 
from the increased dissolved oxygen levels. 

 
(h)  Nutrients.  The material to be discharged is mainly sand with shell fragment, 
therefore no nutrients would be bound in the material and no release of nutrients 
would be anticipated. 

 
   (i)  Eutrophication.  No eutrophication is anticipated. 
 
  (2)  Current Patterns and Circulation.  Not applicable. 
 
  (3)  Normal Water Level Fluctuations.  Not applicable. 
   
  (4)  Salinity Gradients.  Not applicable. 
   

(5)  Actions That Will Be Taken to Minimize Impacts.  The disposal site will be 
operated to maintain state water quality standards.   

 
d.  Suspended Particulate/Turbidity Determinations 
 

(1) Expected Changes in Suspended Particulate and Turbidity Levels in Vicinity of 
Disposal Site.  No changes are anticipated because the dredged material is sandy 
material containing few fines. 

 
  (2)  Effects (degree and duration) on Chemical and Physical values  
 

(a)  Light penetration.  Light penetration would be reduced during disposal 
operations.  This would be short-term in duration and would not cause any 
significant adverse effects. 
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(b)  Dissolved Oxygen.  There would be no reduction in dissolved oxygen levels 
from the discharge of the sandy dredged material. 

   
(c)  Toxic Metals and Organics.  No toxic materials are anticipated to be 
encountered. 

  
   (d)  Pathogens.  Not Applicable. 
                                              

(e)  Aesthetics.  There will be an increase in noise levels and aesthetic 
degradation from the presence and operation of dredging equipment at the 
disposal site.  

 
   (f)  Others as Appropriate.  None. 
   
 
 (3)  Effects on Biota (consider environmental values in 
 sections 230.21, as appropriate) 
   

(a)  Primary Production, Photosynthesis.  No photosynthesis occurs at this site. 
 
   (b)  Suspension/Filter Feeders.  Little or no impact is expected. 
 
   (c)  Sight Feeders.  Little or no impact is expected. 
 
  (4)  Actions taken to Minimize Impacts.  None required. 
 

d.  Contaminant Determinations.  No contaminants have been previously encountered and 
therefore none are anticipated. 

 
 e.  Aquatic Ecosystem and Organism Determinations 
 
  (1)  Effects on Plankton.  No significant effects. 
 

(2)  Effects on Benthos.  No significant benthic populations are located in the disposal 
site and therefore no significant adverse impacts are anticipated. 

 
  (3)  Effects on Nekton.  None are anticipated. 
 
  (4)  Effects on Aquatic Food Web.  None are anticipated. 
  

(5)  Effects on Special Aquatic Sites.  No special aquatic sites are located within the 
disposal site. 

 
   (a)  Sanctuaries and Refuges.  Not applicable. 
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   (b)  Wetlands.  The work would create 67 acres of wetlands.. 
 
   (c)  Mud Flats.  Not applicable. 
 
   (d)  Vegetated Shallows.  None would be affected. 
 
   (e)  Coral Reefs.   Not applicable. 
 
   (f)  Riffle and Pool Complexes.  Not applicable. 
 
  (6)  Threatened and Endangered Species.  None would be affected. 
 
   (7)  Other Wildlife.  Not applicable.  
 
   (8)  Actions to Minimize Impacts.  No actions are necessary. 
 
 f.  Proposed Disposal Site Determinations 
 

(1)  Mixing Zone Determination.  No mixing will likely occur due to the sandy nature of 
the dredged material, the shallow water and the small quantity of fines associated with 
the material. 

 
(2)  Determination of Compliance with Applicable Water Quality Standards.  Water 
quality certification has been issued by the State.  Monitoring of the discharge site will 
be conducted to insure State standards met. 

 
  (3)  Potential Effects on Human Use Characteristic 
 
   (a)  Municipal and Private Water Supply.  Not applicable. 
 

(b)  Recreational and Commercial Fisheries. There would be an increase in 
spawning and nursery areas for fish. 

 
   (c)  Water Related Recreation.  Not applicable. 
 

(d)  Aesthetics.  The proposed discharge would increase noise and scenic 
degradation along the ocean front during disposal operations. 

 
(e)  Parks, National and Historical Monuments, National Seashores, 
Wilderness Areas, Research Sites, and Similar Preserves.  Not applicable. 

 
g.  Determination of Cumulative Effects on the Aquatic Ecosystem.  Since the bottom substrate 
is silty, the placement of an irregular sandy substrate would provide additional diversity to the 
area.   
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 h.  Determination of Secondary Effects on the Aquatic Ecosystem.  Not applicable. 
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 SUNKEN ISLAND/BIRD ISLAND EXPANSION 
SECTION 404(b)(1) EVALUATION 

 DREDGED MATERIAL 
 
I.  Project Description 
 

a.   Location.  Tampa Harbor-Port Sutton Navigation Channel, Hillsborough County, Florida. 
 
 b.   General Description.  The Corps is proposing to place dredged material from the 

construction of the Port Sutton Navigation Channel adjacent to Sunken Island/Bird Island to 
create bird habitat. 

 
c.   Authority and Purpose. This study is authorized by Water Resources Development Act 
1992.  Pursuant to Section 204 of the Water Resources Development Act of 1996, the US 
Army Corps of Engineers was delegated the authority to look for opportunities for using 
dredged material in a way beneficial to the aquatic environment.  This proposal was presented 
to the Corps for consideration by the Habitat Restoration Committee of the Agency on Bay 
Management, Tampa Bay Regional Planning Council. 

 
 d.   General Description of Dredged or Fill Material 
 

(1) General Characteristics of Material.  Port Sutton has fines ranging between 5 to 45 
percent.  Preliminary findings indicate the high percentage of fines in the dredged 
material may not be problematic for a beneficial use plan. 

 
(2)   Quantity of Material.  Approximately 900,000 cubic yards of dredged material 
excavated from the navigation entrance channel will be used to construct the island. 

 
(3)   Source of Material.  The material will be excavated from selected sites within the 
Port Sutton Navigation Channel.   

 
 e.   Description of the Proposed Discharge Site. 
 

(1) Size and Location.  A 67-acre open-water site adjacent to Sunken/Bird Island 
located south of the Alafia River Navigation Channel. 

 
(2) Type of Site.  The Islands are upland habitat, well-vegetated and support bird 

nesting in the mangroves.  The discharge site is open-water sandy bottom. 
 

(3) Type of Habitat.   The site is open-water sandy bottom used by fish. 
 
 

(4) Timing and Duration of Discharge.  The island would be expanded in conjunction 
with the construction of the new navigation channel. 
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f.  Description of Disposal Method.  The dredging would be conducted by a hydraulic dredge 
or hopper with pump-out capabilities.  The outfall would likely have a diffuser at the terminal 
end.  The contractor could employ a flocculent to reduce turbidity and increase settling. 

 
II.  Factual Determinations  
 
 a.  Physical Substrate Determinations. 
 

(1)  Substrate Elevation and Slope.  This would be a flat open-water area 
approximately 7 feet deep.    

 
(2)  Sediment Type.  The bottom sediments in this area are sandy. 

 
(3)  Dredged/Fill Material Movement.  The material would be contained within a diked 
area to control settling and turbidity. 

 
  (4)  Physical Effects on Benthos.  Placement will result in the loss of benthic  organisms 

at the placement site.  These communities will reestablish quickly upon completion of 
work.  Disruption of marine life at the placement area will be short term.   

 
(5)  Other Effects.  Fisheries at or near the disposal area should not experience 
substantive adverse effects.  Standard manatee construction conditions will be required 
of all contractors.  The work as proposed will not jeopardize protected species.  No 
known historical properties will be affected by this project.  The proposed work will 
result in some temporary disruption of normal vessel traffic in the harbor, but it's 
completion will have a favorable impact on the operation of the port with a resulting 
beneficial effect on the local and regional economy.  Temporary degradation in water 
quality at the dredging and disposal sites will also occur.   

 
(6)  Actions Taken to Minimize Impacts.  The standard manatee protection conditions 
would also be employed to reduce potential for impacts.  . 

 
 b.  Water Circulation, Fluctuation and Salinity Determinations 
 
  (1)  Water 
 
   (a) Salinity.  No impacts to salinity at disposal site. 
 

(b)  Water Chemistry.  There will be no changes in water chemistry at the site. 
 
   (c)  Clarity.  There will be a temporary increase in turbidity level at the disposal 

site and immediately adjacent to the disposal area during the disposal 
operations.  
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(d)  Color.  Due to the minor silt content, there will be a brown turbidity plume 
associated with the discharge operations. 

 
(e)  Odor.  There would be no odor problems associated with the dredged 
material since the material contains few organics and would not be exposed to 
the air. 

 
   (f)  Taste.  Not applicable. 
 

(g)  Dissolved Gas Levels. Not applicable. 
 

(h)  Nutrients.  The material to be discharged is mainly sand with shell fragment, 
therefore no nutrients would be bound in the material and no release of nutrients 
would be anticipated. 

 
   (i)  Eutrophication.  No eutrophication is anticipated. 
 
  (2)  Current Patterns and Circulation.  Not applicable. 
 
  (3)  Normal Water Level Fluctuations.  Not applicable. 
   
  (4)  Salinity Gradients.  Not applicable. 
   

(5)  Actions That Will Be Taken to Minimize Impacts.  The disposal site will be 
operated to maintain state water quality standards.   

 
d.  Suspended Particulate/Turbidity Determinations 
 

(1) Expected Changes in Suspended Particulate and Turbidity Levels in Vicinity of 
Disposal Site.  No changes are anticipated because the dredged material is sandy 
material containing few fines. 

 
  (2)  Effects (degree and duration) on Chemical and Physical values  
 

(a)  Light penetration.  Light penetration would be reduced during disposal 
operations.  This would be short-term in duration and would not cause any 
significant adverse effects. 

 
(b)  Dissolved Oxygen.  There would be no reduction in dissolved oxygen levels 
from the discharge of the sandy dredged material. 

   
(c)  Toxic Metals and Organics.  No toxic materials are anticipated to be 
encountered. 

  
   (d)  Pathogens.  Not Applicable. 
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(e)  Aesthetics.  There will be an increase in noise levels and aesthetic 
degradation from the presence and operation of dredging equipment at the 
disposal site.  

 
   (f)  Others as Appropriate.  None. 
   
 
 (3)  Effects on Biota (consider environmental values in 
 sections 230.21, as appropriate) 
   

(a)  Primary Production, Photosynthesis.  No photosynthesis occurs at this site. 
 
   (b)  Suspension/Filter Feeders.  Little or no impact is expected. 
 
   (c)  Sight Feeders.  Little or no impact is expected. 
 
  (4)  Actions taken to Minimize Impacts.  None required. 
 

d.  Contaminant Determinations.  No contaminants have been previously encountered and 
therefore none are anticipated. 

 
 e.  Aquatic Ecosystem and Organism Determinations 
 
  (1)  Effects on Plankton.  No significant effects. 
 

(2)  Effects on Benthos.  No significant benthic populations are located in the disposal 
site and therefore no significant adverse impacts are anticipated. 

 
  (3)  Effects on Nekton.  None are anticipated. 
 
  (4)  Effects on Aquatic Food Web.  None are anticipated. 
  

(5)  Effects on Special Aquatic Sites.  No special aquatic sites are located within the 
disposal site. 

 
   (a)  Sanctuaries and Refuges.  Not applicable. 
 
   (b)  Wetlands.  Not applicable. 
 
   (c)  Mud Flats.  Not applicable. 
 
   (d)  Vegetated Shallows.  None would be affected. 
 
   (e)  Coral Reefs.   Not applicable. 
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   (f)  Riffle and Pool Complexes.  Not applicable. 
 
  (6)  Threatened and Endangered Species.  None would be affected. 
 
   (7)  Other Wildlife.  Not applicable.  
 
   (8)  Actions to Minimize Impacts.  No actions are necessary. 
 
 f.  Proposed Disposal Site Determinations 
 

(1)  Mixing Zone Determination.  No mixing will likely occur due to the sandy nature of 
the dredged material, the shallow water and the small quantity of fines associated with 
the material. 

 
(2)  Determination of Compliance with Applicable Water Quality Standards.  Water 
quality certification has been issued by the State.  Monitoring of the discharge site will 
be conducted to insure State standards met. 

 
  (3)  Potential Effects on Human Use Characteristic 
 
   (a)  Municipal and Private Water Supply.  Not applicable. 
 

(b)  Recreational and Commercial Fisheries.   There would be a short-term 
impact on recreational fishing during construction.  In the long-term the creation 
of 67 acres of wetlands would be beneficial to fish nurseries. 

 
   (c)  Water Related Recreation.  Not applicable. 
 

(d)  Aesthetics.  The proposed discharge would increase noise and scenic 
degradation along the ocean front during disposal operations. 

 
(e)  Parks, National and Historical Monuments, National Seashores, 
Wilderness Areas, Research Sites, and Similar Preserves.  Not applicable. 

 
g.  Determination of Cumulative Effects on the Aquatic Ecosystem.    There would be a 
cumulative increase in wetland habitat in Tampa Bay. 

 
 h.  Determination of Secondary Effects on the Aquatic Ecosystem.  Not applicable. 
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 WHISKEY STUMP KEY SEAGRASS RESTORATION SITE 
SECTION 404(b)(1) EVALUATION 

 DREDGED MATERIAL 
 
I.  Project Description 
 

a.   Location.  Tampa Harbor-Port Sutton Navigation Channel, Hillsborough County, Florida. 
 
 b.   General Description.  The Corps is proposing to place dredged material from the 

construction of the Port Sutton Navigation Channel in a former borrow area located adjacent to 
Whiskey Stump Key near the Tampa Big Bend Navigation Project in Tampa Bay. 

 
c.   Authority and Purpose. This study is authorized by Water Resources Development Act 
1992.  Pursuant to Section 204 of the Water Resources Development Act of 1996, the US 
Army Corps of Engineers was delegated the authority to look for opportunities for using 
dredged material in a way beneficial to the aquatic environment.  This proposal was presented 
to the Corps for consideration by the Habitat Restoration Committee of the Agency on Bay 
Management, Tampa Bay Regional Planning Council. 

 
 d.   General Description of Dredged or Fill Material 
 

(1) General Characteristics of Material. .  Port Sutton has fines ranging between 5 to 
45 percent.  Preliminary findings indicate the high percentage of fines in the 
dredged material may not be problematic for a beneficial use plan. 

 
(2)   Quantity of Material.  Approximately 950,000 cubic yards of dredged material 
excavated from the navigation entrance channel will be placed in the hole. 

 
(3)   Source of Material.  The material will be excavated from selected sites within the 
Tampa Harbor navigation channel.   

 
 e.   Description of the Proposed Discharge Site. 
 

(1) Size and Location.  It is a 53-acre site located north of Tampa Harbor Big Bend 
Navigation Project. 

 
(2) Type of Site.  The site is a sedimentation basin used in the construction of Port 

Redwing. 
 

(3) Type of Habitat. The hole is a cold water refugia for large fish.  It is habitat for a 
large number of species of fish that use the edge of the hole as habitat.  The center 
of the hole has low dissolved oxygen and is less likely used by the fisheries.  Smaller 
species and juvenile fish use the adjacent seagrass beds. 
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(4) Timing and Duration of Discharge.  The hole would be filled in conjunction with the 
construction of the new navigation channel. 

 
f.  Description of Disposal Method.  The dredging would be conducted by a hydraulic dredge 
or hopper with pump-out capabilities.  The outfall would likely have a diffuser at the terminal 
end.  The contractor could employ a floculant to reduce turbidity and increase settling. 

 
II.  Factual Determinations  
 
 a.  Physical Substrate Determinations. 
 

(1)  Substrate Elevation and Slope.  The hole is slightly sloped toward an adjacent tidal 
trough in the Bay.  The hole is approximately 12-feet deep.    

 
(2)  Sediment Type.  Sediment analysis of the disposal site indicates that the bottom is 
composed of a layer of silt and fine grained sand.  A site investigation was conducted by 
divers to verify that the habitat was a silty substrate. 

 
(3)  Dredged/Fill Material Movement.  The dredged material is not likely to movement 
because it is a low energy area and the hole acts as a sediment trap for silty material. 

 
  (4)  Physical Effects on Benthos.  Placement will result in the loss of benthic  organisms 

at the placement site.  These communities will reestablish quickly upon completion of 
work.  Disruption of marine life at the placement area will be short term.   

 
(5)  Other Effects.  Fisheries at or near the disposal area should not experience 
substantive adverse effects.  Standard manatee construction conditions will be required 
of all contractors.  The work as proposed will not jeopardize protected species.  No 
known historical properties will be affected by this project.  The proposed work will 
result in some temporary disruption of normal vessel traffic in the harbor, but it's 
completion will have a favorable impact on the operation of the port with a resulting 
beneficial effect on the local and regional economy.  Temporary degradation in water 
quality at the dredging and disposal sites will also occur.  Turbidity would be controlled 
to not impact adjacent seagrass beds.  The long-term filling of the hole would offer the 
expansion of seagrass beds in the area. 

 
(6)  Actions Taken to Minimize Impacts.  Turbidity curtains or flocculent could be 
employed to reduce impacts on seagrass beds.  The standard manatee protection 
conditions would also be employed to reduce potential for impacts.  . 

 
 b.  Water Circulation, Fluctuation and Salinity Determinations 
 
  (1)  Water 
 
   (a) Salinity.  No impacts to salinity at disposal site. 
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(b)  Water Chemistry.  There will be no changes in water chemistry at the site. 

 
   (c)  Clarity.  There will be a temporary increase in turbidity level at the disposal 

site and immediately adjacent to the disposal area during the disposal 
operations.  

 
(d)  Color.  Due to the minor silt content, there will be a brown turbidity plume 
associated with the discharge operations. 

 
(e)  Odor.  There would be no odor problems associated with the dredged 
material since the material contains few organics and would not be exposed to 
the air. 

 
   (f)  Taste.  Not applicable. 
 

(g)  Dissolved Gas Levels.  There would be improved water quality at the site 
from the increased dissolved oxygen levels. 

 
(h)  Nutrients.  The material to be discharged is mainly sand with shell fragment, 
therefore no nutrients would be bound in the material and no release of nutrients 
would be anticipated. 

 
   (i)  Eutrophication.  No eutrophication is anticipated. 
 
  (2)  Current Patterns and Circulation.  Not applicable. 
 
  (3)  Normal Water Level Fluctuations.  Not applicable. 
   
  (4)  Salinity Gradients.  Not applicable. 
   

(5)  Actions That Will Be Taken to Minimize Impacts.  The disposal site will be 
operated to maintain state water quality standards.   

 
d.  Suspended Particulate/Turbidity Determinations 
 

(1) Expected Changes in Suspended Particulate and Turbidity Levels in Vicinity of 
Disposal Site.  No changes are anticipated because the dredged material is sandy 
material containing few fines. 

 
  (2)  Effects (degree and duration) on Chemical and Physical values  
 

(a)  Light penetration.  Light penetration would be reduced during disposal 
operations.  This would be short-term in duration and would not cause any 
significant adverse effects. 
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(b)  Dissolved Oxygen.  There would be no reduction in dissolved oxygen levels 
from the discharge of the sandy dredged material. 

   
(c)  Toxic Metals and Organics.  No toxic materials are anticipated to be 
encountered. 

  
   (d)  Pathogens.  Not Applicable. 
                                              

(e)  Aesthetics.  There will be an increase in noise levels and aesthetic 
degradation from the presence and operation of dredging equipment at the 
disposal site.  

 
   (f)  Others as Appropriate.  None. 
   
 
 (3)  Effects on Biota (consider environmental values in 
 sections 230.21, as appropriate) 
   

(a)  Primary Production, Photosynthesis.  No photosynthesis occurs at this site. 
 
   (b)  Suspension/Filter Feeders.  Little or no impact is expected. 
 
   (c)  Sight Feeders.  Little or no impact is expected. 
 
  (4)  Actions taken to Minimize Impacts.  None required. 
 

d.  Contaminant Determinations.  No contaminants have been previously encountered and 
therefore none are anticipated. 

 
 e.  Aquatic Ecosystem and Organism Determinations 
 
  (1)  Effects on Plankton.  No significant effects. 
 

(2)  Effects on Benthos.  No significant benthic populations are located in the disposal 
site and therefore no significant adverse impacts are anticipated. 

 
  (3)  Effects on Nekton.  None are anticipated. 
 
  (4)  Effects on Aquatic Food Web.  None are anticipated. 
  

(5)  Effects on Special Aquatic Sites.  No special aquatic sites are located within the 
disposal site. 

 
   (a)  Sanctuaries and Refuges.  Not applicable. 
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   (b)  Wetlands.  Not applicable. 
 
   (c)  Mud Flats.  Not applicable. 
 
   (d)  Vegetated Shallows.  None would be affected. 
 
   (e)  Coral Reefs.   Not applicable. 
 
   (f)  Riffle and Pool Complexes.  Not applicable. 
 
  (6)  Threatened and Endangered Species.  None would be affected. 
 
   (7)  Other Wildlife.  Not applicable.  
 
   (8)  Actions to Minimize Impacts.  No actions are necessary. 
 
 f.  Proposed Disposal Site Determinations 
 

(1)  Mixing Zone Determination.  No mixing will likely occur due to the sandy nature of 
the dredged material, the shallow water and the small quantity of fines associated with 
the material. 

 
(2)  Determination of Compliance with Applicable Water Quality Standards.  Water 
quality certification has been issued by the State.  Monitoring of the discharge site will 
be conducted to insure State standards met. 

 
  (3)  Potential Effects on Human Use Characteristic 
 
   (a)  Municipal and Private Water Supply.  Not applicable. 
 

(b)  Recreational and Commercial Fisheries. There would be a long-term 
change in the species composition of fish at the site.  There would be a edged 
maintained for 20 years as the hole is continually filled.  At the completion of the 
project, there would likely be some relief for fish but the cold weather refugia 
would be eliminated.  

 
   (c)  Water Related Recreation.  Not applicable. 
 

(d)  Aesthetics.  The proposed discharge would increase noise and scenic 
degradation along the ocean front during disposal operations. 

 
(e)  Parks, National and Historical Monuments, National Seashores, 
Wilderness Areas, Research Sites, and Similar Preserves.  Not applicable. 
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g.  Determination of Cumulative Effects on the Aquatic Ecosystem.  Since the bottom substrate 
is silty, the placement of an irregular sandy substrate would provide additional diversity to the 
area.  It would also create potential substrate for seagrass bed colonization. 

 
 h.  Determination of Secondary Effects on the Aquatic Ecosystem.  Not applicable. 
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 COMPLIANCE WITH ENVIRONMENTAL REQUIREMENTS. 
 
1.  National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended.  Environmental information on the 
project has been compiled in the draft Environmental Assessment.  Comments about the proposed 
work were initially gathered as a result of a Scoping Letter dated 8 May 1998 sent to the public at 
large.  The Draft EA will be coordinated with the public for 45 days.  This public coordination and 
environmental impact assessment complies with the intent of NEPA.  The process will fully comply with 
the Act once the Draft Findings of No Significant Impact has been signed by the District Commander. 
 
2.  Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended.  Consultation with the US Fish and Wildlife 
Service for using this hole was conducted in conjunction with the preparation of the Coordination Act 
Report and Biological Opinion for the construction of The Tampa Harbor – Ybor Channel and Port 
Sutton Navigation Channel.  The USFWS provided these documents by Final CAR dated December 
14, 1998.  The USFWS concluded that the work would not likely jeopardize the continued existence of 
the manatee, if the Standard manatee protection conditions are implemented.  In addition, the USFWS 
requested the manatee brochure be provided to the crew as a part of the observer education.  This 
project was fully coordinated under the Endangered Species Act; therefore, this project is in full 
compliance with the Act. 
 
3.  Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act of 1958, as amended.  The Tampa Harbor – Ybor Channel 
and Port Sutton Navigation Channel project has been coordinated with the USFWS during the 
preparation of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act Report.   The USFWS has prepared a Final 
CAR for the project and stated the work will not have significant long-term affects on fish and wildlife 
resources and therefore, does not object to this action.  Therefore, the project is in compliance with the 
Act. 
 
4.  National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended (PL 89-665).  An archival and 
literature review, including review of the current National Register of Historic Places listing, and 
consultation with the Florida State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) has been conducted to 
determine if significant cultural resources are located within the area of impact for the proposed project. 
 The District has determined that there will be no adverse impacts to any significant cultural resources in 
the Port Sutton Channel.  The District has also determined that placement of dredged material at 
CMDA-2D wetland area, Whiskey Stump Key Seagrass Restoration Site and MacDill Hole will not 
have an adverse effect on significant cultural resources.  Coordination through Section 106 of the 
NHPA complies with this Act and with the Archeological and Historic Preservation Act. 
  
5.  Clean Water Act of 1972, as amended.    
 
5.1.  Section 401. (Water Quality)  A Florida Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) Water 
Quality Certificate (WQC) has been issued for the maintenance dredging of this area.  State water 
quality standards will be adhered to during construction.  The project will cause temporary increases in 
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turbidity where dredging is taking place and at the disposal site.  The Florida water quality regulations 
require that water quality standards not be violated during dredging operations.  The standards state that 
turbidity outside the designated mixing zone shall not exceed 29 NTU’s above background.  Various 
protective measures and monitoring programs will be conducted during construction to ensure 
compliance with State water quality standards.  Should monitoring determine that the State turbidity 
standards have been exceeded, the contractor will be required to cease operations until conditions 
return to normal.   
 
5.2.  Section 404 (b)(1).  The purpose of Section 404(b)(1) of the Clean Water Act is to restore and 
maintain the chemical, physical, and biological integrity of the waters of the United States through the 
control of discharges of dredged or fill material.  Controls are established through restrictions placed on 
the discharges in Guidelines published in 40 CFR 230.   An evaluation of the dredged material was con-
ducted (Appendix I).  The impacts are addressed in the Environmental Assessment and are primarily 
related to a minor increases in turbidity levels adjacent to the placement area.  
 
Based on the probable impacts addressed in the environmental assessment, the 404(b)(1) evaluation 
and Inland Testing Manual requirements concerning the dredged material to be used, the proposed 
work would comply with the Guidelines and the intent of Section 404(b)(1) of the Clean Water Act. 
 
6.  Clean Air Act of 1972, as amended.  No air quality permits will be required for this project.  
Therefore, this Act would not be applicable. 
 
 
7.  Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972, as amended.  The project has been evaluated in 
accordance with Section 307 of the Coastal Zone Management Act.  It has been determined that the 
project would have no unacceptable impacts and would be consistent with the Florida Coastal Zone 
Management Plan (Appendix V).  In accordance with the 1979 Memorandum of Understanding and 
the 1983 Addendum to the Memorandum concerning acquisition of water quality certifications and 
other State of Florida authorizations, the Draft Environmental Assessment, Coastal Zone Consistency 
Determination and Section 404(b)(1) Evaluation are being submitted to the State to show consistency 
with the Florida Coastal Zone Management Plan.  Final state concurrence is issued concurrently with 
the issuance of the Water Quality Certification. 
 
8.  Farmland Protection Policy Act of 1981.  No prime or unique farmland will be impacted by 
implementation of this project.  This act is not applicable. 
 
9.  Wild and Scenic River Act of 1968, as amended.  No designated Wild and Scenic river reaches 
will be affected by project related activities.  This act is not applicable. 
 
10.  Marine Mammal Protection Act of 1972, as amended.  Incorporation of the safe guards used 
to protect manatees during dredging and disposal operations will be implemented during construction, 
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therefore, this project is in compliance with the Act. 
 
11.  Estuary Protection Act of 1968.  No designated estuary will be affected by project activities.  
This act is not applicable. 
 
12.  Federal Water Project Recreation Act, as amended.  There is no recreational development 
proposed for maintenance dredging or disposal.  Therefore, this Act does not apply. 
 
13.  Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976, (PL 94-580; 7 U.S.C. 100, et seq.  This 
law has been determined not to apply as there are no items regulated under this act being disposed of or 
affected by this project. 
 
14.  Toxic Substances Control Act of 1976, (PL 94-469; U.S.C. 2601, et seq.  This law has been 
determined not to apply as there are no items regulated under this act being disposed of or affected by 
this project. 
 
15.  E.O. 11990, Protection of Wetlands .  No wetlands will be affected by project activities.  This 
project is in compliance with the goals of this Executive Order. 
 
16.  E.O. 11988, Floodplain Management.  No activities associated with this project will take place 
within a floodplain, therefore this project is in compliance with the goals of this Executive Order. 
 
17.  E.O. 12898, Environmental Justice.  This project has been evaluated in accordance with the 
subject E.O.  The project would not result in adverse human health or environmental effects.  There 
would be no impacts on subsistence consumption of fish or wildlife from this project.  Therefore, the 
work would comply with this E.O. 
 
18. . Essential Fish Habitat, Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act.  
The affects of the existing federal navigation project have been identified in the Environmental 
Assessment.  The effects on EFH are being coordinated with the NMFS through the NEPA process. 
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 FLORIDA COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT PROGRAM 
 FEDERAL CONSISTENCY EVALUATION PROCEDURES 
 
 
 
1.  Chapter 161, Beach and Shore Preservation. 
 
The intent of the coastal construction permit program established by this chapter is to regulate 
construction projects located seaward of the line of mean high water and which might have an effect on 
natural shoreline processes. 
 
Response:  The proposed project is not located in a beach area.  Therefore, the project would not 
apply to this chapter. 
 
2.  Chapters 186 and 187,  State and Regional Planning. 
 
 These chapters establish the State Comprehensive Plan which sets goals that articulate a 
strategic vision of the State's future.  It's purpose is to define in a broad sense, goals, and policies that 
provide decision-makers directions for the future and provide long-range guidance for an orderly social, 
economic and physical growth. 
 
Response:   This project will be coordinated with the Tampa Bay Regional Planning Council and the 
State Clearinghouse.  Therefore, this project would comply with the intent of this Chapter. 
 
3.  Chapter 252, Disaster Preparation, Response and Mitigation. 
 
 This chapter creates a state emergency management agency, with the authority to provide for 
the common defense; to protect the public peace, health and safety; and to preserve the lives and 
property of the people of Florida.   
 
Response:  The dredging and placement would be consistent with the intent of this Chapter. 
  
4.  Chapter 253, State Lands . 
 
 This chapter governs the management of submerged state lands and resources within state 
lands.  This includes archeological and historical resources; water resources; fish and wildlife resources; 
beaches and dunes; submerged grass beds and other benthic communities; swamps, marshes and other 
wetlands; mineral resources; unique natural features; submerged lands; spoil islands; and artificial reefs.   
 
Response:  The dredging and placements would not affect state lands.  The proposal would comply with 
the intent of this chapter. 
 
5.  Chapters 253, 259, 260, and 375,  Land Acquisition. 
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 This chapter authorizes the state to acquire land to protect environmentally sensitive areas. 
 
Response:  Since the affected property already is in public ownership, this chapter would not apply. 
 
6.  Chapter 258, State Parks and Aquatic Preserves. 
 
 This chapter authorizes the state to manage state parks and preserves.  Consistency with this 
statute would include consideration of projects that would directly or indirectly adversely impact park 
property, natural resources, park programs, management or operations. 
 
Response:  The proposed work would not affect any parks or preserves, and would, therefore, be 
consistent with this chapter. 
 
7.  Chapter 267, Historic Preservation. 
 
 This chapter establishes the procedures for implementing the Florida Historic Resources Act 
responsibilities. 
 
Response:  The construction of the new navigation channel has been coordinated with the Florida State 
Historic Preservation Officer.  Procedures will be implemented to avoid affects on unidentified historic 
properties, which may be located within the affected areas.  Remote sensing surveys will be completed 
to identify historic properties, which may be eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic 
Places, in the navigation channel and in the proposed disposal areas.   Therefore, the work will be 
consistent with the goals of this chapter. 
 
8.  Chapter 288, Economic Development and Tourism. 
 
 This chapter directs the state to provide guidance and promotion of beneficial development 
through encouraging economic diversification and promoting tourism. 
 
Response:  The expansion of the channel encourages the development Tampa Harbor and economic 
growth of the area.  Therefore, the work would be consistent with the goals of this chapter. 
 
9.  Chapters 334 and 339,  Public Transportation. 
 
 This chapter authorizes the planning and development of a safe balanced and efficient 
transportation system.   
 
Response:  The expansion of the channel promotes recreational and commercial navigation within 
Tampa Harbor.  Therefore, the work would comply with the goals of this chapter. 
 
10.  Chapter 370, Saltwater Living Resources. 
 
 This chapter directs the state to preserve, manage and protect the marine, crustacean, shell and 
anadromous fishery resources in state waters; to protect and enhance the marine and estuarine 
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environment; to regulate fisherman and vessels of the state engaged in the taking of such resources 
within or without state waters; to issue licenses for the taking and processing products of fisheries; to 
secure and maintain statistical records of the catch of each such species; and, to conduct scientific, 
economic, and other studies and research. 
 
Response:  The work would not affect salt-water living resources, therefore, the work is consistent with 
the goals of this chapter. 
 
11.  Chapter 372, Living Land and Freshwater Resources. 
 
 This chapter establishes the Game and Freshwater Fish Commission and directs it to manage 
freshwater aquatic life and wild animal life and their habitat to perpetuate a diversity of species with 
densities and distributions that provide sustained ecological, recreational, scientific, educational, 
aesthetic, and economic benefits. 
 
Response:  The placement of material in the channel would not affect any resources covered by this 
Chapter.  Therefore, the work would comply with the goals of this chapter. 
 
12.  Chapter 373, Water Resources. 
 
 This chapter provides the authority to regulate the withdrawal, diversion, storage, and 
consumption of water. 
 
Response:  This work does not involve water resources as described by this chapter. 
 
13.  Chapter 376, Pollutant Spill Prevention and Control. 
 
 This chapter regulates the transfer, storage, and transportation of pollutants and the cleanup of 
pollutant discharges. 
 
Response:  This work does not involve the transportation or discharging of pollutants. 
 
14.  Chapter 377, Oil and Gas Exploration and Production. 
 
 This chapter authorizes the regulation of all phases of exploration, drilling, and production of oil, 
gas, and other petroleum products. 
 
Response:  This work does not involve the exploration, drilling or production of gas, oil or petroleum 
product and therefore, does not apply.   
 
15.  Chapter 380, Environmental Land and Water Management. 
 
 This chapter establishes criteria and procedures to assure that local land development decisions 
consider the regional impact nature of proposed large-scale development. 
 



 

 
 
 CZMP-4 

Response:  The construction dredging and placement has been coordinated with the local regional 
planning commission.  Therefore, the work would be consistent with the goals of this chapter. 
 
16.  Chapter 388, Arthropod Control. 
 
 This chapter provides for a comprehensive approach for abatement or suppression of 
mosquitoes and other pest arthropods within the state. 
 
Response:  The work would not further the propagation of mosquitoes or other pest arthropods. 
 
17.  Chapter 403, Environmental Control. 
 
 This chapter authorizes the regulation of pollution of the air and waters of the state by the DEP. 
 
Response: A permit application is being prepared for the project.  Final compliance would come with 
the permit modification.   Therefore, the work is complying with the intent of this chapter.   
 
18.  Chapter 582, Soil and Water Conservation. 
 
 This chapter establishes policy for the conservation of the state soil and water through the 
Department of Agriculture.  Land use policies will be evaluated in terms of their tendency to cause or 
contribute to soil erosion or to conserve, develop, and utilize soil and water resources both onsite or in 
adjoining properties affected by the work.  Particular attention will be given to work on or near 
agricultural lands. 
 
Response:  The proposed work is not located near or on agricultural lands and would therefore, this 
chapter would not apply. 





















 APPENDIX VI 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 ESSENTIAL FISH HABITAT DETERMINATION  
 



ESSENTIAL FISH HABITAT ASSESSMENT 
TAMPA HARBOR-PORT SUTTON NAVIGATION PROJECT 

 
 
1. A study has been authorized under Section 933 of the Water Resources Development 

Act of 1990.  The description of the project and its impacts are in the attached 
Feasibility Report and Draft Environmental Assessment.  

 
2. The Port Sutton Navigation Channel expansion would not any significant habitat as 

identified as EFH.  Impacts to the aquatic environment are identified in Section 4, 
Environmental Consequences of the Environmental Assessment.  We consider these 
impacts to be minimal on an individual project and cumulative affects basis.  

 
3. Beneficial Uses of Dredged Material. 
 

a. Bird Island Expansion:  Dredged material would be used to create 
approximately 25 acres of wetland and upland habitat for bird foraging and 
nesting.  There would be a loss of shallow-water habitat but this loss would be 
offset by the creation of saltmarsh habitat used as nursery habitat for fish. 

 
b. CMDA-2D Wetland Creation:  Dredged material would be used to create 

approximately 67 acres of wetland habitat for bird foraging and nesting, water 
quality improvement in Hillsborough Bay and fish habitat.  There would be a 
loss of shallow-water habitat but this loss would be offset by the creation of 
saltmarsh habitat used as nursery habitat for fish. 

 
c. MacDill Seagrass Restoration Site.  This area has been previously coordinated 

with National Marine Fisheries Service prior to EFH and is being used as a 
dredged material placement area for maintenance material..  The hole provides 
refugia during cold months and an edge for feeding along.  This are was 
considered more important to restore as a potential seagrass beds area. This 
area is listed by the Habitat Restoration Committee as potential restoration 
projects in Tampa Bay in the Comprehensive Conservation Management Plan 
by the Tampa Estuary Program. 

 
d. Whiskey Stump Key.  These holes were created to provide a sedimentation 

basin adjacent to Port Redwing.  The holes provide refugia for fish in cold 
weather.  This area is listed by the Habitat Restoration Committee as potential 
restoration projects in Tampa Bay in the Comprehensive Conservation 
Management Plan by the Tampa Estuary Program.  The creation of suitable 
substrate for seagrass growth would outweigh the loss of hole and edge effect. 
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